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Foreword 


The Association for Diplomatic Studies and Training (ADST) research 
center twice welcomed retired ambassador and career diplomat Dennis 
Kux as a research fellow working on U.S.-Pakistan relations. He is 
one among the many extraordinary men and women who, for the past 
225 years, have represented the United States abroad under all kinds of 
circumstances. What they did and how and why they did it remain little 
known to their compatriots. In 1995, the ADST, together with Diplo- 
matic and Consular Officers, Retired (DACOR), created the ADST- 
DACOR Diplomats and Diplomacy Series to increase public knowledge 
and appreciation of the involvement of American diplomats in 
world history. The series seeks to demystify diplomacy by telling the 
story of those who have conducted our foreign relations, as they saw 
them, lived them, and reported them. The United States and Pakistan, 
1947-2000: Disenchanted Allies, the result of Ambassador Kux’s 
extensive research, was enthusiastically adopted for inclusion in this 
Series: 

From the moment Pakistan gained its independence in 1947, its rela- 
tions with the United States have careened between intimate partnership 
and enormous friction—reflecting the ups and downs of global and re- 
gional geopolitics and disparate national interests. Dennis Kux has writ- 
ten the first comprehensive history of this roller-coaster relationship 
from its inception to the present. A quintessential scholar-diplomat, Kux 
specialized in South Asia during much of his Foreign Service career and 
speaks both Urdu and Tamil. His acclaimed history of U.S.-India rela- 
tions, India and the United States: Estranged Democracies, 1941-1991], 
was published in both countries. Work on this companion volume has 
taken him three times to Pakistan, where he had served first at the 
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embassy in Karachi and ten years later in the new capital of Islamabad. 
He worked on South Asia in the State Department, lastly as country 
director for India. He also served in India and coedited the 1999 volume 
India and Pakistan: The First Fifty Years. 

In The United States and Pakistan, 1947-2000, Kux combines schol- 
arly research and analysis with his diplomat’s understanding of what 
lies “between the lines” in official documents. Though the Cold War is 
over, Pakistan retains strategic importance for the United States, not 
least because of Pakistan’s and India’s festering enmity over Kashmir, 
their nuclear detonations, Pakistan’s problematic links to Afghanistan, 
and its role in the Islamic world. Through extensive research, including 
more than 120 interviews with senior U.S. and Pakistani officials, and 
exercising scrupulous fairness, Dennis Kux gives a balanced history of 
a major diplomatic challenge. 


EDWARD M. ROWELL, President 

Association for Diplomatic Studies and Training 
KENNETH N. ROGERS, JR., President 

Diplomatic and Consular Officers, Retired 
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Introduction 


The United States and Pakistan, 1947-2000: Disenchanted Allies ends a 
journey that started in November 1957 when J arrived in Karachi to begin 
my first diplomatic assignment. Pakistan was then America’s “most al- 
lied ally in Asia,” and relations were extremely cordial. During the two 
years I spent in Karachi, I became deeply interested in South Asia and de- 
cided to specialize in the region. A tour in India was followed by work on 
the subcontinent in the State Department. In 1969, I returned to Pakistan 
for a second assignment, this time in the new capital, Islamabad. By then, 
bilateral relations had soured. After the United States suspended aid dur- 
ing the 1965 India-Pakistan war, Pakistanis felt let down, even betrayed. 

For me personally, the tour in Islamabad was professionally chal- 
lenging and always interesting. For Pakistan, however, it was a time of 
national tragedy. Broad smiles over the first democratic elections in 
December 1970 turned to anguish after the military cracked down on 
Fast Pakistanis. Four months later, in July 1971, my assignment in 
Islamabad ended. My final task there was to serve as the unwitting 
control officer for Henry Kissinger’s secret trip to China. 

Back in Washington, I worked for five years on India and then spent 
the next decade dealing with other parts of the world, in the State 
Department and overseas. South Asia, however, was never far from my 
thoughts. In 1990 I became a fellow at the National Defense University 
in Washington in order to write a history of U.S-India relations. After 
retiring from the Foreign Service in the fall of 1994, I decided to try my 
hand at a companion history of U.S.-Pakistan relations. Although other 
authors have discussed periods and aspects of this relationship, none 
has written a comprehensive account. Disenchanted Allies tries to fill 
this void. 
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The task has proven more difficult and taken longer than preparing 
the history of U.S.-India relations. In contrast with the relatively stable, 
if estranged, relationship with India, American interaction with Pak- 
istan has been intense and extraordinarily volatile. In the Eisenhower, 
Nixon, and Reagan years, the United States and Pakistan were allies or 
close partners. But at other times—during the Kennedy, Johnson, 
Carter, Bush, and Clinton presidencies—trelations have been strained. 

The unusual volatility has puzzled and frustrated both Americans 
and Pakistanis. I did not set out to find the reason for the turbulent re- 
lations, but as my work on Disenchanted Allies progressed, an answer 
began to take shape: It was not American fickleness or Pakistani stub- 
bornness that explained the many ups and downs, but rather that U.S. 
and Pakistani interests and policies have been at odds almost as often 
as they have been in phase. 

Pakistan has been and remains fixated on India. Although anticom- 
munist, Karachi joined the U.S.-led alliance system in 1954-55 princi- 
pally to strengthen itself against India. Pakistan’s nuclear program, the 
source of enormous friction with the United States, has been motivated 
by the not unsurprising desire to have a deterrent against India’s nuclear 
capability. Even Islamabad’s wish for a friendly regime in Afghanistan 
is rooted in part in the hope of gaining “strategic depth” against India. 
Yet, except for President Nixon’s “tilt” policy during the 1971 
Bangladesh crisis, the United States has not been willing to take Pak- 
istan’s side against its larger neighbor. Despite estrangement, the United 
States has never seen India as an enemy. 

During the four decades of the Cold War, U.S. interest in Pakistan 
waxed and waned as administrations judged that country to be helpful 
or harmful to American global aims. Since the disintegration of the Iron 
Curtain, relations have been burdened by continuing frictions over 
issues of nuclear proliferation and over Pakistan’s handling of Islamic 
extremists, its backing of the Taliban in Afghanistan, and its support for 
the insurgency in Kashmir. 

Disenchanted Allies tells the story of the political and security inter- 
action between the two countries and discusses other aspects of the re- 
lationship, such as economic questions, mainly as they affect political- 
security ties. The book uses a chronological organization. It begins with 
a discussion of the pre-independence years and follows with chapters 
for each U.S. president since then, with two for the busy Eisenhower 
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years, when the United States and Pakistan became allies. A final chap- 
ter draws conclusions. 

Wherever possible, I have relied on primary sources or on interviews 
with persons who were or are directly involved with relations. Given 
my background as a State Department South Asia specialist, the wealth 
of American documents, and the paucity of Pakistani ones, the narra- 
tive inevitably is more U.S.-centered than I would have preferred. I 
have tried hard, nonetheless, to write a balanced history that presents 
the Pakistani, as well as the American, perspective. The willingness of 
retired Pakistani officials to share remembrances of their dealings with 
the United States has proven invaluable in helping me describe the 
rationale for Pakistan’s actions and its perception of U.S. policies. 

President Bill Clinton’s March 25, 2000, stop in a Pakistan once 
more ruled by the military and his “tough love” approach underscored 
the complex range of bilateral issues. How Pakistan manages its trou- 
bled domestic political and economic scene, how it deals with the 
Taliban and other Islamic fundamentalists, and how it handles its 
tension-laden relations with India, vastly more dangerous since the two 
neighbors tested their nuclear weapons capabilities in May 1998, will 
have a decisive impact on U.S. interests in the subcontinent and be- 
yond. As a narrative of past U.S.-Pakistan engagement, Disenchanted 
Allies will, I hope, prove useful to policymakers, scholars and students, 
business officials and journalists, and all in the general public who have 
an interest in America’s relations with what President Clinton has 
called “one of the most dangerous parts of the world.” 
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The United States and the Pakistan 
Movement 


On August 7, 1947, Mohammed Ali Jinnah flew from New Delhi to 
Karachi to take control of a nation about to be born: Pakistan. A vast 
but subdued throng greeted the leader of India’s one hundred million 
Muslims at the airport, some fifteen miles from the heart of the city. 
“As the plane landed and came to a halt, shouts of ‘Quaid-i-Azam Zind- 
abad’ (Long live the Great Leader) and ‘Pakistan Zindabad’ (Long live 
Pakistan) were raised by the crowd,” American diplomat H. Gordon 
Minnigerode reported to the State Department.’ 

A three-mile-long procession drove the seventy-year-old Jinnah to 
Government House, a spacious colonial dwelling that until hours be- 
fore had been the residence of the British governor of Sindh province. 
Its former occupant, Sir Francis Mudie, had shifted to Lahore to be- 
come the first governor of Pakistan’s Punjab province. When Jinnah ar- 
rived at his new home, the green-and-white Muslim League emblem, 
soon to be the national flag of Pakistan, was unfurled on the flagstaff in 
place of the British Union Jack.” 

Formerly a sleepy port city of 300,000 and the capital of the back- 
water province of Sindh, Karachi had doubled in population after it, 
rather than Lahore (the new country’s largest city), was named as Pak- 
istan’s seat of government. Lahore was considered too close to India for 
comfort, with the border only a few miles away. As thousands of Mus- 
lim refugees swarmed into the new capital, most of the Hindu residents, 
formerly half of the population, fled in the other direction. Fortunately, 
Karachi was spared the savage communal riots that ripped apart the Pun- 
jab and created havoc and misery in Lahore, New Delhi, and elsewhere. 
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Jinnah was an unlikely father of a separate Muslim state. As an out- 
standing young lawyer in Bombay, he had been a vocal spokesperson 
for Hindu-Muslim unity. In 1916, he had presided over both the Mus- 
lim League, the main political voice for the Muslims of India, and the 
Indian National Congress, the preeminent nationalist, and predomi- 
nantly Hindu, organization. Like Mohandas Gandhi, who led the Con- 
gress in the 1920s and 1930s, Jinnah was an ardent Indian nationalist. 
Unlike Gandhi, Jinnah eschewed populist mass politics, preferring the 
debates of the Central Legislative Assembly in Delhi. 

Jinnah’s lifestyle also made him an unusual leader of a movement 
for a separate Muslim homeland. He dressed immaculately in the most 
expensive British fashions and sported a monocle. In public, during the 
campaign for Pakistan, Jinnah wore Indian Muslim garb, including the 
black karakul cap that became his trademark, but in the privacy of his 
home would switch to Western dress. The Muslim League chief had 
married a non-Muslim and rarely entered a mosque. He was not com- 
fortable speaking in Urdu, the lingua franca of Muslim India, and in- 
stead delivered his speeches in impeccable English with few traces of 
an Indian accent. 

Until the late 1930s, Jinnah’s political approach was that of strict 
constitutionalism. Only after elections in 1937 brought Congress Party 
governments to power in eight of the eleven provinces of British India 
did the Muslim League, which fared badly in the balloting, begin seri- 
ously to consider partition as its goal. Jinnah and other Muslim leaders 
feared that in an independent but undivided India the Muslim minor- 
ity—one-quarter of the population—would not receive fair treatment 
from the Hindu majority. 

In 1940, at Lahore, the League adopted partition as its goal and ap- 
pealed for the support of the Muslim masses with the emotionally 
charged cry of “Islam in danger.” Jinnah’s single-minded, demanding, 
yet tactically brilliant leadership, in less than a decade, transformed the 
idea of Pakistan from the chimera of a handful to the reality of a new na- 
tion of seventy million people. As the Muslim League’s popularity grew, 
Jinnah, its chief, was crowned “Quaid-i-Azam,” or “Great Leader.” 

American journalist Phillips Talbot was in Karachi in August 1947 
to report on India’s and Pakistan’s independence for the Chicago Daily 
News. Talbot, who would later serve as the assistant secretary of state 
for Near Eastern and South Asian affairs during the Kennedy adminis- 
tration, wrote, , 
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From the beginning the birth of Pakistan was Jinnah’s show. While his ministers 
attended to details and worked at developing enthusiasm, he played his role with 
monarchial aloofness. As Governor General designate of Pakistan he installed 
himself in the local Government House, a new, ample building. The panoply of 
British governorships continued. The new resident kept the same police guard at 
night, the same impassive doorman, the same jeep and motorcycle escort when he 
drove in the official Humber. Though looking tired and far from well as he neared 
71, Jinnah held a firm grip on the government reins. 


Pakistan’s Independence Ceremonies 


The evening of August 13, 1947, Jinnah and his younger sister, Fatima, 
his companion and confidante, hosted a reception at Government 
House for the British viceroy of India, Lord Mountbatten, and his wife 
Edwina, who had arrived from New Delhi earlier in the day. “The sev- 
eral thousands present passed down the receiving line to meet the ele- 
gant Viceroy, . . . the ever-gracious Lady Mountbatten, the unsmiling, 
impeccable Mr. Jinnah and the scarcely noticed Fatima,” Talbot’s wife, 
Mildred, wrote.* Shocked by his gaunt appearance, she described Jin- 
nah as looking “like a walking, talking corpse.” Later that evening, the 
Jinnahs entertained the Mountbattens and some fifty guests. The only 
diplomats present, apart from British and the Indian high commission- 
ers, were the chargé d’affaires of the newly established U.S. embassy, 
Charles Lewis, and the acting Chinese consul general.® 

On the morning of August 14, 1947, the viceroy symbolically trans- 
ferred power from the British Crown to the new dominion of Pakistan. 
The ceremony took place in the smallish chamber of the Sindh Provin- 
cial Assembly, which would become the home of Pakistan’s Con- 
stituent Assembly. After Mountbatten read a message of friendship 
from King George VI, adding warm words of his own, the governor 
general—designate, in turn, pledged friendship between Pakistan and 
Great Britain. Jinnah, according to Mildred Talbot, “set the tone with 
his stiff, correct manner,” which Mountbatten matched “detail for detail 
in controlled word and action.”’ 

Once the ceremony ended, the two leaders rode back to Government 
House sitting side by side in the open horse-drawn state carriage. An 
assassination threat against Jinnah stretched nerves as the two passed 
exposed through the crowded city streets. During lunch, Mountbatten 
recalled Jinnah’s touching his knee in a rare moment of humor to say 
wryly, “Thank God I was able to bring you back alive!”* As soon as the 
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meal was over, Mountbatten flew back to New Delhi, where, at the 
strike of midnight, he proclaimed India’s independence and was sworn 
in as its first governor-general. Mountbatten had hoped to become Pak- 
istan’s governor-general, as well, but Jinnah decided that he, not the last 
British viceroy, would occupy that position. 

In contrast to joyous celebrations in New Delhi, Bombay, and other 
Indian cities, the mood in Pakistan’s new capital remained subdued. 
‘While there was [a] certain amount of jubilation in Karachi, the man- 
ifestations on the whole were restrained,’ American chargé Lewis ca- 
bled the State Department, adding that the Muslims of Sindh were per- 
haps not given to emotional displays and the city’s Hindus could 
“hardly be expected to be in [a] jubilant mood over partition.” Still, 
Phillips Talbot sensed “an atmosphere of solid satisfaction at the cre- 
ation of the Muslim state. This is what we’ve been waiting for, people 
seemed to be saying.” 

The U.S. press, in reporting these ceremonies, stressed that the cre- 
ation of independent India and Pakistan marked a major step toward the 
ending of European colonial rule in Asia. Although editorial comment 
was generally positive, paralleling friendly words of welcome from 
President Harry S. Truman and Secretary of State George C. Marshall, 
Time, the widely read national weekly newsmagazine, reflected the pro- 
India bias of its publisher, Henry Luce. The people of Karachi, Time 
commented, “did not welcome Pakistan with the wild enthusiasm that 
swept the new dominion of India. After all, Pakistan was the creation 
of one clever man, Jinnah; the difference between a slick political trick 
and a mass movement was apparent in the contrast between Karachi 
and New Delhi. "' 


The U.S. Attitude toward the Pakistan Movement 


Turn the clock back seven years to March 1940, when the Muslim 
League, at its annual session in Lahore, formally adopted as its goal the 
partition of India into separate Hindu and Muslim states. Few Ameri- 
cans at the time were aware of the political grievances and concerns of 
India’s largest minority community, its hundred million Muslims. In 
the late 1930s, as the two-nation theory—that British India should be- 
come two nations, Hindu India or Hindustan, and Muslim India or 
Pakistan—gained in popularity, there was little echo in the United States. 
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Although the India League actively lobbied liberal circles on behalf of 
the Indian National Congress, the Muslim League had no such orga- 
nized group in the United States to voice its concerns about the future 
of the Muslim minority in post-British India. 

American press coverage focused mainly on the Congress Party as 
the leading force for independence and on its principal leaders, Ma- 
hatma Gandhi and his designated heir, Jawaharlal Nehru, as the future 
rulers of free India.'* Nonetheless, some journalists were reporting 
about the Muslim League. For example, in 1939, the New York Times 
ran.a series of articles about the growing popularity of the League and 
Jinnah.'? In his widely read book Jnside Asia, foreign affairs writer 
John Gunther described Jinnah as one of the key leaders of the sub- 
continent. '* 

In 1940, the official American presence in India was limited to con- 
sular offices in Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, and Karachi. There was no 
U.S. diplomatic presence in New Delhi, India’s capital. Any official 
dealings with the Indian government were handled in a cumbersome 
arrangement through the British Embassy in Washington or the Amer- 
ican Embassy in London. Even though the U.S. officials stationed in 
India dealt mainly with consular and commercial matters, they fol- 
lowed political developments, sending in occasional reports or “dis- 
patches,” which reached Washington in diplomatic pouches via airmail. 
The Calcutta consulate general thus sent in a detailed report on the 
Muslim League’s adoption of the Pakistan resolution on April 5, 1940. 
A year later, a more analytical dispatch commented perceptively that, 
although the call for “Pakistan might be postponed or put aside, it 
would be a great mistake to dismiss the Pakistan resolution as some- 
thing of decreasing or no importance.”!” 

After Pearl Harbor brought America into World War II, Washington 
began to pay far more attention to India. Just a month earlier, in No- 
vember 1941, India and the United States had opened direct diplo- 
matic relations. A U.S. mission began to function in New Delhi and an 
Indian agent-general began his work in Washington. In April 1942, 
President Franklin Roosevelt sent Louis Johnson, former assistant sec- 
retary of war, to head the Delhi mission as his “personal representa- 
tive.” As Japanese forces swept through Malaya and Burma and threat- 
ened to invade India, the British belatedly offered political concessions 
to the Indian nationalists to gain their cooperation in the war effort. 
Johnson worked feverishly, but unsuccessfully, to broker an agreement 
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between British envoy Sir Stafford Cripps and Congress Party leaders. 
It was assumed that the Muslim League, which unlike the Congress 
had backed the Allied war effort, would support the British proposals. 
Ultimately the Cripps mission failed after Prime Minister Winston 
Churchill refused a meaningful wartime transfer of power to Indians. 
Mahatma Gandhi, still the most powerful voice in the Congress, had 
opposed the British plan, mainly because it left open the possible cre- 
ation of Pakistan.'® 

An unhappy President Roosevelt sent a strongly worded cable to 
Churchill, blaming the mission’s failure on “the British Government's 
unwillingness to concede to the Indians the right of self- government.”!’ 
Roosevelt, however, felt that he could not press the British leader fur- 
ther without damaging the Allied war effort against the Axis powers. As 
the president told Interior Secretary Harold Ickes, “It would be playing 
with fire if the British Empire told me to mind my own business [about 
India].”"* 

In 1942 and 1943, a series of articles by Herbert Matthews of the 
New York Times chronicled the wartime rise in the Muslim League’s 
popularity and the pivotal role that its leader would play in deciding 
India’s future. In an October 4, 1942, article headlined “Jinnah Holds 
the Key to Peace in India,’ Matthews wrote, “Out of the throes of 
Indian travail a new figure has arisen and he holds in his hands more 
power for good or evil than any single Indian politician. It is that tall, 
thin, exasperatingly deliberate man who seems to be taking pleasure at 
keeping the world guessing—Mohammed Ali Jinnah. In his delicate 
hands lies the answer to the riddle: Can Hindus and Moslems agree?”"” 

The top U.S. leadership hoped that they would. President Roosevelt 
made clear his dislike of the idea of dividing India when British chargé 
d’ affaires Sir Ronald Campbell lunched at the president’s family home 
at Hyde Park, New York, in August 1942. The partition of India 
“sounded terrible” to American ears after the experience of the U.S. civil 
war, Roosevelt told the British envoy.” In India itself, veteran U.S. 
-diplomat William Phillips, who had replaced Johnson as Roosevelt’s 
personal representative, spent nearly four hours with Jinnah in early 
1943 at the latter’s home in New Delhi. Phillips found the Muslim 
League leader “brilliant” and was “attracted to him personally but not to 
his idea of severing India into separate nations.””’ Phillips later wrote 
prophetically in his memoirs, “The more I studied Mr. Jinnah’s Pakistan, 
the less it appealed to me as the answer to India’s communal problem, 
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since to break India into two separate nations would weaken both and 
might open Pakistan, at least, to the designs of ambitious neighbors.” 

As the war progressed, India became a major Allied supply base for 
sending military equipment to China and for preparing for the recon- 
quest of Burma. Some 350,000 American troops were stationed in 
India, principally in quartermaster and engineer functions in Bengal 
and Assam in eastern India. Worried that nationalists might interpret 
the large U.S. military presence as a sign of political support for the 
British, an official statement issued on August 12, 1942, stressed that 
American forces were in India only to fight the war against the Axis.” 

Even though U.S. diplomats avoided taking sides, they followed de- 
velopments closely, keeping in touch with the major political groups, 
including the Muslim League. Among the most frequent caller on Jin- 
nah was John Davies, Jr., a Foreign Service China specialist, who was 
serving as political adviser to Gen. Joseph W. Stilwell (better known as 
“Vinegar Joe”), the commander of the China-Burma-India theater. In 
his reports, Davies praised the Muslim League leader’s acumen, com- 
mented on his vanity, but thought that Jinnah doubted that he would ac- 
tually attain his goal of Pakistan, which seemed, initially at least, de- 
vised for bargaining purposes to gain political leverage for the 
Muslims.~* 

In fact, U.S. concerns about India related less to the nature of the 
postindependence government structure than to the willingness of the 
British to grant independence. In January 1945, at Phillips’s prompting, 
the State Department publicly reaffirmed its support for a political set- 
tlement between the British, the Congress, and the League and offered to 
help the process along.*? When Secretary of State Edward Stettinius met 
British foreign secretary Anthony Eden in April 1945, he urged Britain 
to move India toward self-rule. Stettinius told Eden that Allied “prestige 
in the Far East [will] be greatly improved whenever a solution to the 
problem of India is found.” Eden’s response was to express doubt that the 
Indian problem would be solved as long as Gandhi remained alive.7° 


Washington Supports a United India 


In the July 1945 general elections, the British Labour Party trounced 
Churchill’s conservatives. Given Labour’s long-standing support for 
Indian independence, this issue was no longer in doubt. What remained 
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in doubt was whether the British and the two principal Indian political 
groups could agree. The Indian National Congress wanted a united 
India. The Muslim League urged its division into two separate and in- 
dependent states. 

In the winter of 1945—46, elections in India for a constituent assem- 
bly greatly strengthened the League’s hand when it won the vast ma- 
jority of Muslim seats. In March 1946, London dispatched a three- 
person cabinet mission—Sir Stafford Cripps, Lord Pethick-Lawrence, 
and A. V. Alexander—in the hope that the trio could devise a plan to 
preserve the unity of India that was acceptable to both the Congress and 
the League. By this time, State Department South Asia specialists were 
becoming worried about developments. Loy Henderson, then head of 
the Office of Near Eastern and African Affairs, which had responsibil- 
ity for the subcontinent, sent a memorandum to Undersecretary of State 
Dean Acheson urging him to take up India informally with Lord Hali- 
fax, the British ambassador and a former viceroy of India. “India is re- 
garded in Asia as the acid test of the liberal professions of the Western 
powers,” the Henderson memo stated. Failure to reach a satisfactory 
settlement would transform “a primarily British-Indian question” into 
one “of world interest.’ The memorandum expressed the hope that the 
British would move quickly to establish an interim government “with- 
out allowing any one group [i.e., the Muslim League] to veto this fur- 
ther constitutional progress.”” . 

Implying a negative attitude toward Pakistan, the Henderson memo 
downplayed the significance of the League’s sweep of Muslim seats in 
the Constituent Assembly, but played up the poorer performance of 
Jinnah’s party in provincial elections, which enabled the Muslim 
League to form governments only in Sindh and Bengal, two of the five 
Muslim-majority provinces claimed for Pakistan.** Although there is 
no record of Acheson’s having discussed India with Halifax, the Hen- 
derson memorandum is noteworthy as the only policy document that 
the author could find in the State Department archives during this crit- 
ical period of political negotiations about the future of India. 

If the State Department was cool toward the idea of Pakistan, some 
U.S. media commentary was positively hostile. The cover of the April 
22, 1946, issue of Time pictured a grim-looking Jinnah and the cap- 
tion, “His Moslem tiger wants to eat the Hindu cow.’ Commenting 
that “the Indian sun casts Jinnah’s long thin shadow not only across the 
negotiations in Delhi but over India’s future,” Time acidly described the 
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political rise of Jinnah as “a story of love of country and lust for power, 
a story that twists and turns like a bullock track in the hills.”” 

The American mission in New Delhi forcefully supported British 
efforts to maintain a united India. A U.S. diplomat, for example, made 
a point of cautioning Liaquat Ali Khan, Jinnah’s chief lieutenant, that a 
continued hard-line attitude by the ae on the cabinet mission plan 
would cost it America’s sympathy.” ° Although itis unclear what impact 
the warning had, the Muslim League did agree to the British proposal 
for a united India with a weak central and strong regional governments. 
In so doing, Jinnah had played his cards skillfully, the U.S. mission re- 
ported to Washington: “[Jinnah’s] greatest triumph would appear to lie 
in the fact that having been castigated both in India and abroad as an in- 
transigent politician senselessly blocking India’s road to independence, 
he is as of today, in a position to charge the Congress with obstruction- 
ism. . . . Mr. Jinnah may—for the aha being—pose as a pious patriot 
and a Bentetasti of the Indian people.*! 

The agreement was short-lived. After Nehru publicly declared that 
the Congress Party might alter the cabinet mission plan after indepen- 
dence, the Muslim League withdrew its acceptance and refused to join 
a proposed interim government. Once more, India was deadlocked po- 
litically. Until then, Jinnah had been a stickler for constitutional 
niceties. He now changed tactics to call for demonstrations in favor of 
Pakistan on August 16, 1946, which he labeled “Deliverance Day.” His 
appeal to the Muslim masses, already highly agitated by the bitterly 
partisan election campaign waged between the Congress and the 
League, stoked the embers of large-scale Hindu-Muslim violence. 

Beginning with riots in Calcutta, communal disturbances slowly 
spread through other parts of India. The carnage was gruesome. The 
Calcutta consulate general reported police estimates of 2,000 dead; ac- 
cording to the India Office in London, the Calcutta disorders left 3,000 
dead and 17,500 injured.* At the same time, the viceroy, Lord Wavell, 
proceeded to form the interim government without the participation of 
the League—even though he had promised Jinnah that he would not do 
so. The Muslim League leader and his colleagues were furious. 

Disturbed by the rapidly deteriorating situation, the State Depart- 
ment became more active in backing British efforts to reach a political 
settlement. With China racked by civil war between U.S.-supported na- 
tionalists and their communist opponents, Washington wanted to avoid 
yet another major area of turmoil in Asia. On August 27, 1946, Acting 
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Secretary of State Dean Acheson declared that the United States offered 
its “best wishes” to the Indian interim government, expressed regret 
“that the Muslim League has not decided to participate,’ and hoped 
“that it may later find it possible to do so.”*? To bolster the interim gov- 
ernment’s prestige, Washington established full diplomatic relations 
with India, transforming the U.S. mission in New Delhi into an em- 
bassy, even though the British had not yet granted formal indepen- 
dence.** Henry Grady, a former assistant secretary of state and the 
leader of a 1942 wartime economic mission to India, was named the 
first U.S. ambassador to India. 

On November 14, 1946, the initial official contact in Washington 
with the Muslim League took place. After failing to meet President 
Truman, M. A. H. Ispahani, a Calcutta businessman close to Jinnah, 
and later Pakistan’s first ambassador to the United States, and Begum 
Shah Nawaz, a prominent Punjabi personality, spelled out the case for 
Pakistan to Acheson. The U.S. diplomat responded with a bland ex- 
pression of thanks for the chance ue hear the League’s position but 
avoided taking a substantive stance.*° Ispahani and Begum Shah Nawaz 
also participated in a New York Herald Tribune forum on the future of 
India and traveled throughout the United States to promote Pakistan 
among prominent Americans.”° 

The pair paid particular attention to the influential but anti-Pakistan 
weekly newsmagazines, Time and its companion, Life, lunching with 
senior editors and Clare Booth Luce, a prominent writer-journalist and 
wife of publisher Henry Luce. Reporting to Jinnah about the meeting, 
Ispahani urged him and Liaquat to give a good reception to the 7ime- 
Life South Asia correspondent. “I have learnt that sweet words and first 
impressions count a lot with Americans. oi are inclined to pate 
like or dislike an individual or organisation,” the envoy wrote.”’ Over 
the years, Pakistanis would make a point of heeding Ispahani’s advice 
in their dealings with Americans. 


Increased U.S. Pressure on Congress and the League 


Although the Muslim League eventually joined the interim govern- 
ment, the political deadlock remained unbroken and communal vio- 
lence continue to rage. Hindu-Muslim disturbances seared eastern 
India and fresh disorders flared up in Bombay in September 1946. Fear 
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of possible civil war in India and “perhaps at the same time a revolu- 
tionary war against the remnants of British power” spurred State De- 
partment regional specialists to recommend in late November 1946 
stepped-up American pressure for an early agreement between the 
Muslim League and the Congress. Undersecretary Acheson gave his 
blessing even though he doubted “our chances for accomplishing very 
much were very good.””® 

As 1946 drew to a close, a frustrated British prime minister Clement 
Attlee summoned Nehru and Jinnah to London in a desperate attempt 
to break the impasse. In support of the effort, the State Department in- 
structed the London embassy to “impress on Indian leaders. . . [the] 
deep interest” of the United States in the “successful conclusion [of the] 
talks.’*? In addition, Acheson, in a December 3, 1946, public statement, 
urged the major Indian political parties to accept the British cabinet 
mission’s proposal.*” In London, Chargé d’ Affaires Waldemar Gallman 
was able to present the U.S. views to Jinnah at a lunch that they both at- 
tended. “During our talk,’ Gallman cabled, “Jinnah gave no evidence of 
thinking a solution of the present impasse might be worked out within 
a reasonable time. He did not seem disturbed by this, but seemed to 
view future developments coldly, calmly and in a very detached way.” 

Although the London talks failed, the State Department continued to 
press for an agreement between the Congress and the League, instruct- 
ing the New Delhi embassy to urge the Muslim League to cooperate 
with the Congress within the framework proposed by the British.** Em- 
bassy political officer Thomas Weil vainly argued the case for nearly 
two hours with Liaquat. Although Muslims had not given up on the 
cabinet mission proposal, Liaquat said, “as [a] result of Congress be- 
havior [the] League was beginning to feel that perhaps [an] outright 
Pakistan would be [the] only means of obtaining their objectives.” 

After a second discussion failed to move Liaquat, Vice Consul 
Joseph S. Sparks was instructed to see Jinnah in Karachi, where he was 
attending a meeting of the Muslim League leadership. Sparks was told 
to stress the “U.S. Government’s deep concern [about the] serious de- 
terioration [of the] Indian political situation; to state it is our impression 
that in view of [the] Congress[’s] effort to accommodate itself to [the 
British government] and [the] League’s interpretation of [the cabinet 
mission] plan, [the] U.S. public would be puzzled if [the] League now 
decline[s] [to] enter [the] Constituent Assembly; and to say [that the 
State Department] believes any halt in constitutional progress may well 


1m The United States and the Pakistan Movement 


cause widespread chaos similar [to that in] China with world-wide 
repercussions.” 

Jinnah received Sparks politely but spurned U.S. advice. “Tell your 
government,” Jinnah said, that “we work towards the same ends but for 
God’s sake not to be chloroformed by [a] meaningless Congress ges- 
ture made for purely propaganda effect.’ It was, Jinnah charged, the 
“same Congress tactics: propaganda to fool [the] world into believing 
[the] Congress had accepted [the British] Cabinet[’s] December 6 state- 
ment and that only [the] League was at fault for not entering [the] Con- 
stituent Assembly when [the Congress] resolution is [a] statement of 
contradiction that in fact says nothing.” 

Having failed to break the Congress-League deadlock, the Labour 
government decided drastic action was needed to pave the way for the 
British withdrawal from India and that Viceroy Wavell was not the man 
for the task. On February 20, 1947, the British ambassador in Wash- 
ington, Lord Inverchapel, informed Secretary of State Marshall of the 
decision to grant India full independence in June 1948, with or without 
agreement about the future governmental structure, and to appoint Lord 
Louis Mountbatten, who had been the Allied commander in Southeast 
Asia during the war and was King George VI’s cousin, as viceroy. Mar- 
shall made no comment other than noting that the United States had 
supported British efforts to find a satisfactory political solution in 
India.*° 

A few days later, on February 25, 1947, the State Department reiter- 
ated U.S. interest in Indian self-government and its support for the 
“persistent and sincere efforts of the British Government to bring the 
major Indian political parties together.’ The statement concluded with 
an only too accurate prediction: “The Indian internal crisis threatens to 
prevent India from making its rightful and honorable contribution to the 
maintenance of international peace and prosperity. An India torn by 


civil strife . . . could conceivably become the source of new interna- 

tional tensions in a world only beginning to grope its way back to 
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peace. 


During this troubled period, U.S. diplomat Raymond Hare, who was 
slated to head up the State Department’s South Asia division, spent two 
months in the subcontinent to learn firsthand about his new area of re- 
sponsibility. During his travels, Hare had extended talks with all the 
top leaders, including Jinnah, whom he met for an hour and a half in 
New Delhi on May 1, 1947. The defiant Muslim League chief told the 
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visitor that dividing the provinces of Bengal and Punjab (which Jinnah 
strongly opposed) would not “frighten” him into giving up Pakistan. 
Even if “driven into the Sind desert,’ he would insist on a sovereign 
state. Jinnah asserted that a positive decision for Pakistan would clear 
the communal atmosphere and reduce tensions, a position that U.S. 
diplomats did not share.** 

Responding to Hare’s query about the country’s foreign policy, Jin- 
nah said that Pakistan would be oriented toward the Muslim countries 
of the Middle East. Since they were weak, “Muslim countries would 
stand together against possible Russian aggression and would look to 
the U.S. for assistance.” The League leader said that although he did 
not personally share the view, most Indian Muslims thought the United 
States was unfriendly. They had the impression that the U.S. press and 
many Americans were against Pakistan. This suspicion also fed on U.S. 
support for the Jewish position in the dispute over Palestine.” 

By this time, the Congress Party was grudgingly moving toward ac- 
ceptance of the partition of India. Mountbatten, the new viceroy, had 
also concluded that a united India was not possible. Fearing that further 
delay in granting independence would risk even greater chaos and com- 
munal bloodshed, Mountbatten won London’s approval to advance the 
date by almost a year, to August 1947, and to accept the Muslim 
League’s demand for Pakistan. 

After obtaining the agreement of the unhappy Congress and the 
League—although delighted by partition, Jinnah was angry about re- 
ceiving a “moth-eaten” Pakistan with only half of the provinces of 
Punjab and Bengal—the viceroy plunged the administration into a fren- 
zied three-month preparation for splitting India into two separate and 
independent states. Moving the date forward a year made an orderly di- 
vision of British India impossible. The decision fanned the flames of 
uncertainty and fear, especially in the Punjab, that triggered the tragic 
and bloody mass migration of millions of Hindus, Sikhs, and Muslims. 
Because of a lack of time, India and Pakistan became independent be- 
fore the settlement of key issues, including the fate of the two largest 
princely states, Jammu and Kashmir and Hyderabad, and the division 
of financial and physical assets between the two successor states. 

On June 10, 1947, the U.S. government welcomed the shotgun 
agreement the British had reached with the Congress and the League 
and expressed the hope that the partition accord would “bring [an] end 
to civil disorders in India and avoid further bloodshed.” Curiously, the 
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State Department made no explicit reference to the decision to create 
Pakistan—as if the U.S. government was unwilling to accept this new 
fact. The statement commented only, ““The future constitutional pattern 
is a matter to be determined by [the] Indian people themselves and 
whatever that pattern may be the U.S. Government looks forward to 
continuance of [the] friendliest relations with Indians of all communi- 
ties and creeds’””” 

When Jinnah met Hare a second time on July 2, 1947, just six weeks 
before independence, the future leader of Pakistan, anxious for interna- 
tional acceptance of the new country, asked about U.S. diplomatic rep- 
resentation. Delhi embassy officer Howard Donovan, who accompanied 
Hare, replied stiffly that they were not authorized to discuss that ques- 
tion.”' A few days earlier, Muslim League leader Yusuf Haroon had told 
Vice Consul Sparks in Karachi that Jinnah was eager to have a U.S. em- 
bassy as a means of strengthening Pakistan’s ability to have an inde- 
pendent foreign policy, one not linked—as some wistfully hoped-with 
India’s.°” In a talk with Ambassador Grady, Mountbatten also urged the 
prompt establishment of an American embassy in Pakistan.” 

In response to prodding by Grady, the State Department in a rather 
officious cable authorized discussion of the subject.°* Grady then met 
Jinnah at the latter’s New Delhi residence after the protocol-conscious 
Jinnah refused to call at the U.S. embassy. Pakistan’s future governor- 
general advised that his country would act promptly to name an am- 
bassador to Washington. “He was,” Grady reported, “most cordial, ex- 
pressed great admiration for the U.S. and said he was hopeful [the] U.S. 
would aid Pakistan in its many problems.” 

During this period before Pakistan’s and India’s independence, re- 
porting by U.S. diplomats assigned to India provided the State De- 
partment with a balanced assessment of the unfolding political drama. 
The telegrams and dispatches praised Jinnah’s negotiating skills but 
implied that his original aim was not so much an independent Pakistan 
as a stronger political position for the Muslim minority within the 
framework of a united India. Indeed, U.S. diplomats believed that 
Gandhi, Nehru, and the Congress were as responsible for the creation 
of Pakistan as was Jinnah. An April 22, 1947, dispatch from the em- 
bassy in New Delhi commented, “The present unhappy situation is as 
much a result of Congress leaders’ political ineptitude and lack of 
vision as of Mr. Jinnah’s intransigence. Had Congress leaders put aside 
their fears regarding the effect of the Cabinet Mission plan on their 
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party’s position in Assam, the Punjab and the Northwest Frontier 
Province, Mr. Jinnah would not have been provided with a logical basis 
for the Muslim League’s current stand, and India might today have 
been laying the ground-work for a united country instead of facing the 
prospect of Balkanization.””° 


Limited U.S. Interest in Pakistan and India 


As the tone of the embassy dispatch implied, the U.S. attitude toward 
the creation of Pakistan had been unenthusiastic. During World War II, 
President Roosevelt and his personal envoy to India, William Phillips, 
expressed their dislike of the idea of partitioning British India. Later, 
after the British made clear their intention to grant independence, the 
United States supported London’s efforts to maintain a united India. 
Despite the fact that America stood at the peak of its postwar power and 
prestige, the Muslim League disregarded U.S. advice—and so did the 
Indian National Congress. 

In early 1947, as events in India were moving toward their climax, 
the major concerns of U.S. foreign-policy makers lay far from South 
Asia. The global struggle between the Soviet Union and the United 
States was hardening into the Cold War. In February 1947—the same 
month that Britain advised America of its decision to grant India inde- 
pendence in 1948—financially strapped London also informed Wash- 
ington that it could no longer help Greece and Turkey against the com- 
munist threat. In a monumental national security decision, President 
Truman decided that the United States would take up the burden. On 
March 12, 1947, the president spelled out the policy, known as the 
Truman Doctrine, and sought congressional funds for aid to Greece and 
Turkey to counter communism. 

Three months later, on June 5, 1947, Secretary of State Marshall 
announced another key policy initiative: U.S. willingness to help Euro- 
pean economic recovery, the program that soon became known as the 
Marshall Plan. In the summer of 1947, Washington was also concerned 
about events in the Middle East, where a beleaguered Britain was un- 
able to satisfy either Arab inhabitants of Palestine or Jewish immi- 
grants demanding a separate homeland. A further source of anxiety that 
same summer was the civil war raging in China, where U.S.-supported 
Nationalists were steadily losing ground to their communist foes. 
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Given concerns about crises elsewhere, Washington was content to 
let the British worry about the states emerging from their Indian 
empire. The principal anxiety was that continuing Hindu-Muslim 
differences might spark even more intense violence and lead to broader 
political instability in Asia. The United States simply did not perceive 
major interests in the subcontinent. In part, this was explained by the 
fact that the region stood apart from the Cold War struggle with the 
Soviet Union, which was already dominating U.S. foreign policy. 
Moscow regarded both India and Pakistan as Western pawns and 
Showed little inclination to establish friendly ties with either country. 
Even if Washington had few explicit policy aims regarding Pakistan, 
the fulsome expressions of goodwill on August 14, 1947, underscored 
that the United States looked forward to amicable relations with the 
new state. 


Truman: Friends, Not Allies 


The new nation of seventy million people faced enormous problems in 
1947, not the least of which was caused by Pakistan’s unusual geogra- 
phy. A thousand miles of hostile Indian territory separated the eastern 
wing, initially called East Bengal and later named East Pakistan, from 
the west, where the Punjab, the Northwest Frontier Province, Sindh, 
and Baluchistan were located. Although India inherited New Delhi, the 
impressive capital of the British Raj, and strong administrative institu- 
tions, Pakistan had to build its central government infrastructure and 
national institutions from scratch. 

As governor-general, Mohammed Ali Jinnah wielded decisive power 
from August 1947 until his health failed in the spring of 1948. Liaquat 
Ali Khan, as prime minister, had charge of the day-to-day functioning 
of the new government. His easygoing, gregarious manner contrasted 
with Jinnah’s austere demeanor. If Jinnah was the brains and strategist 
of the Muslim League, Liaquat was its heart and chief political opera- 
tor. He was affectionately called “Quaid-i-Millat,” or “Leader of the 
people.” Although born in the Punjab, Liaquat had lived in the United 
Provinces (since renamed Uttar Pradesh), where he served for over a 
decade in the provincial legislature. 

The composition of the cabinet, in which Liaquat also held the de- 
fense portfolio, balanced Pakistan’s provinces and refugee population. 
The substantial role of former officials from the British Raj reflected the 
limited depth of administrative and political talent in the Muslim League 
hierarchy. The finance minister was Ghulam Mohammed, a capable and 
strong-willed former finance minister of Hyderabad. Chaudhri 
Mohammed Ahi, a senior civil servant in British India, became secretary- 
general of the new government. Jinnah appointed Sir Zafrullah 
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Khan, a distinguished jurist from Lahore who had represented India in 
China during World War Ii, as foreign minister. 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs was fortunate to find a home in a 
spacious residence vacated by a fleeing Hindu in Clifton, a pleasant 
part of Karachi near the Arabian Sea. M. A. Ikramullah, a Bengali and 
an accomplished former member of the prestigious Indian Civil Service 
of the Raj, became foreign secretary and senior career official. Initially, 
the ministry staff consisted of just six officers: Ikramullah, two other 
Pakistanis, and three Englishmen. The ministry had a few desks, but not 
a single typewriter nor any records. Agha Hilaly, one of the two Pak- 
istani officers and later ambassador to the United States, recalled hav- 
ing to buy office supplies from a downtown Karachi stationery store so 
that the ministry could commence business.’ 

In reporting to Washington, U.S. diplomats painted a gloomy pic- 
ture of Pakistan’s early months. On October 2, 1947, the recently es- 
tablished Lahore consulate general cabled the State Department, “Five 
refugee trains [were] attacked [in] this province, [and] six in east Pun- 
jab [in India], resulting in over 2,000 Muslim dead, 1,500 wounded 
and 1,000 non-Muslim dead, 800 wounded, not including abductions 
on either side.”” At the end of the month, the Karachi embassy re- 
ported “wholesale rioting and anarchy in the Punjab,” serious distur- 
bances in Quetta (the chief city of thinly populated Baluchistan), along 
with the influx of refugees and “their appalling stories of murder and 
atrocities which served to inflame the minds of the masses whether 
Muslims, Hindus or Sikhs with a sense of grievance and a not unnat- 
ural desire for revenge.”” Summing up the situation, the embassy com- 
mented, “The difficulties with which the new Dominion government 
of Pakistan was confronted in August were increased manifold in Sep- 
tember and assumed such proportions as to threaten the very existence 
of the new state.”* A month after independence, 40 percent of the cen- 
tral government staff was still stranded in New Delhi because commu- 
nal disturbances had disrupted rail transportation. In order to fly the 
officials to Karachi, Pakistan had to charter some twenty commercial 
aircraft.° 

In the eastern wing, where the communal situation was less tense, a 
considerable Hindu minority, perhaps 10 percent of the population, 
stayed on. Setting up the provincial administration in Dacca, however, 
formerly a backwater city of modest importance, was almost as formi- 
dable a task as establishing the central government in Karachi, especially 
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in the absence of capable local leadership. According to U.S. diplomat 
Thomas W. Simons, Sr., East Bengal chief minister Khwaja Nazimuddin 
was “accepted by all as a good and honest man, but one who lacks in- 
tellectual capacity to grasp the essentials and the will to execute policies 
that are needed.” 


Pakistan’s Foreign Policy 


Even though foreign affairs did not play a significant role in the strug- 
gle for Pakistan, the outlines of the new country’s policies quickly 
emerged. Relations with India overshadowed everything else. Pak- 
istan’s traumatic birth would have made the India-Pakistan relationship 
difficult and complex under the best of circumstances. Dividing British 
India’s financial and physical assets, settling refugee property claims, 
deciding how to distribute vital irrigation water, demarcating borders, 
establishing ground rules for economic interaction, and above all, over- 
coming the emotional bitterness caused by partition were thorny and 
intractable tasks. The suffering and pain—physical, financial, and psy- 
chological—of millions of refugees who fled their homes for an uncer- 
tain future made establishing a modus vivendi harder. Perhaps more 
normal, if not friendly, ties might have evolved had the dispute over the 
princely state of Jammu and Kashmir not provided a chronic flash point 
to embitter relations between India and Pakistan. 

Relations with another neighbor, Afghanistan, immediately soured 
after the Kabul government opposed Pakistan’s entry into the United 
Nations. The Afghans further upset the Pakistanis by voicing the hope 
that “‘the natural and legal rights of freedom of the Northwest Frontier 
people and the free tribes along the borders may also be established.” 
Furthermore, they supported the call for “Pushtunistan,’ an indepen- 
dent state for the Pathans to be carved out of Pakistan’s Northwest 
Frontier Province, and questioned the validity of the frontier between 
Afghanistan and Pakistan—the so-called Durand Line, named after the 
British official who drew the boundary in the 1890s. The border split 
the ethnic Pathans between Pakistan and Afghanistan, where they were 
the largest, dominant ethnic group. The new government in Karachi, 
though annoyed, regarded trouble with Kabul as manageable. Pakistan 
had greater military and economic potential than its landlocked neigh- 
bor, which depended on transit routes through Pakistan for most of its 
access to the rest of the world. 
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The Muslim League’s emphasis on Islam in the struggle for Pakistan 
ensured that solidarity with other Muslim countries would stand high 
on the foreign policy agenda. Jinnah had frequently criticized Western 
policy toward Palestine. In 1948, Pakistan vocally opposed the creation 
of Israel. Foreign Minister Zafrullah Khan soon became the acknowl- 
edged spokesperson for the Arab cause at the United Nations. 

Pakistan, like India, favored an early end to Western colonial rule 
throughout the Middle East and Asia, and opposed apartheid in South 
Africa.’ But Karachi pursued these aims in a quieter fashion than did 
India: Pakistan’s leaders and diplomats were not given to public ser- 
monizing nor did they seek a leadership role in the anticolonialist cause. 

In the Cold War, Pakistan leaned toward the West. During a Septem- 
ber 7, 1947, cabinet meeting, Jinnah plainly spelled out his views: 
‘Pakistan [is] a democracy and communism [does] not flourish in the 
soil of Islam. It [is] clear therefore that our interests [lie] more with the 
two great democratic countries, namely, the U.K. and the U.S.A., rather 
than with Russia.”'° From the start, therefore, Pakistan’s orientation dif- 
fered from that of India, which sought the middle ground of neutrality. 

Practical considerations bolstered Pakistan’s pro-Western orienta- 
tion. The financially strapped country badly needed help and was not 
bashful about seeking it from the United States. Barely two weeks after 
Pakistan’s independence, Finance Minister Ghulam Mohammed 
sounded out Chargé d’ Affaires Charles Lewis regarding possible aid.'! 
In a September 11, 1947, cabinet meeting, Jinnah outlined Pakistan’s 
case—in effect, a Cold War version of the “Great Game”’ between impe- 
rial Russia and British India. “The safety of the North West Frontier [is] 
of world concern and not merely an internal matter for Pakistan alone,” 
Jinnah stated. He had reason to believe that the Russians were behind the 
Afghan call for Pushtunistan and were trying to stir up fresh communal 
troubles in both India and Pakistan. “In this connection,” Jinnah added, 
“St [1s] significant to note that Russia alone of all the great countries has 
not sent a congratulatory message on the birth of Pakistan.”’* 

Soon after, Jinnah dispatched Mir Laik Ali, a former economic 
adviser to Hyderabad and a close associate of the finance minister, to 
Washington, where M. A. H. Ispahani was settling in as Pakistan’s 
first ambassador. Mir Laik’s daunting assignment was to obtain a 
$2 billion loan to meet his country’s economic development and de- 
fense needs over the coming five years.'> Such a mammoth and unre- 
alistic request had no chance of acceptance. Moreover, it revealed the 
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limited understanding that Jinnah and his colleagues had of the United 
States and its willingness to assume new and expensive engagements in 
South Asia. Washington’s attention was fixed on Europe, the Middle 
East, and China; South Asia remained on the periphery of the U.S. 
worldview. On December 17, 1947, Acting Secretary of State Robert 
Lovett responded with a polite, but near total turndown. In the end, 
Pakistan received a $10 million relief grant from the War Assets 
Administration, or .5 percent of its request.'* 

When news of the rebuff reached Karachi, a dejected Ghulam 
Mohammed and an unhappy Zafrullah Khan poured out their grief to 
Lewis. The foreign minister declared that the “well-known friendship 
of Pakistan toward the U.S. and Pakistan’s obvious antipathy to the 
Russian ideology would seem to justify serious consideration by the 
U.S. Government of the defense requirements of Pakistan.”!? Less than 
a decade later, Washington would find this rationale persuasive. 


The Kashmir Dispute 


Jammu and Kashmir, the largest of the 564 Indian princely states, had 
a Hindu ruler, or maharajah, an 80 percent Muslim population, and a 
strategic location in the mountainous northernmost tip of the subconti- 
nent. The beauty and agreeable climate of the state’s central valley, 
known as the Vale of Kashmir, had attracted the Mughal emperors and 
later provided the British with respite from the scorching summer heat 
of the plains of northern India. When the temperature in New Delhi 
soared to around 115 degrees in May and June each year, the British 
flocked to the lovely lakes near Srinagar, Kashmir’s capital, where the 
peaks of the Himalayas provided a magnificent mountain backdrop. 

Under the ground rules that the viceroy, Lord Mountbatten, had 
spelled out in May 1947, the Indian princely states theoretically would 
regain their full independence after the termination of the Raj. The 
princes, however, were strongly urged to join either India or Pakistan 
after taking into account their geographic location and the composition 
of their population. In view of Kashmir’s large Muslim majority and 
the fact that the state’s transportation and economic links were entirely 
with Pakistan, it was expected that the state would accede to Pakistan. 
The Hindu maharajah, however, who ruled Kashmir as a despot, hesi- 
tated and took no decision before India and Pakistan became indepen- 
dent in August. 
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Within the state, the maharajah had jailed leaders of the two major 
political groups, the conservative Muslim Conference, which favored 
joining Pakistan, and the leftist National Conference, which had close 
links with the Indian National Congress. The charismatic head of the 
National Conference, Sheikh Mohammed Abdullah, was Kashmir’s 
most popular political figure. By fall 1947, Hindu-Muslim communal 
violence in neighboring Punjab had spilled over the borders. Reports 
that the maharajah’s militia was forcing out Muslims touched off an 
uprising in the western part of the state by Muslim Indian army veter- 
ans. In October 1947, the rebels proclaimed the state of Azad (Free) 
Kashmir and sought to overthrow the maharajah. Some 2,000 armed 
Pathan tribesmen, who had been trucked in from Pakistan’s Northwest 
Frontier Province, crossed the border to join the Azad Kashmir forces. 
Their goal was to capture the capital city of Srinagar and the surround- 
ing Vale, the political heart of Kashmir. 

The state militia’s resistance quickly collapsed and the Pathans 
advanced toward Srinagar, looting and pillaging as they proceeded. The 
panicked maharajah fled his capital on October 26, 1947, and sought 
New Delhi’s help. That same day, he signed an instrument of accession 
to India after agreeing to turn over the state administration to Sheikh 
Abdullah. In accepting this accession, the Indian government indicated 
that Kashmir’s ultimate fate would be decided by a plebiscite to be held 
after the raiders were driven out and the fighting ended. With their ad- 
vance slowed by pillaging, the Pathan tribesmen had reached the edge 
of the Vale by October 26, 1947, but failed to capture the vital airfield. 
As there were no overland transportation links with India, the airfield 
was the only possible entry point for Indian military help. The day after 
the accession, on October 27, 1947, New Delhi was able to fly in 
troops, who soon cleared the valley of the Pathan intruders. 

The extent of official Pakistani involvement in these events has long 
been disputed. The British high commissioner in Karachi, Sir Lawrence 
Grafftey-Smith, who was arguably the best-informed foreign observed, 
told BBC correspondent A. R. Stimson that he found no proof that Pak- 
istan’s central government had planned the incursion. However, he be- 
lieved it was “likely that individual Pakistan officials up to the level of 
District Commissioner [in Peshawar] did back the raiders by furnishing 
them with petrol, trucks, etc”’!® The U.K. Foreign Office made a simi- 
lar assessment in a January 1948 message to its diplomatic missions: 
Pakistani authorities in the Northwest Frontier Province “no doubt” 
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helped the tribals “with respect of supplies and transport. . . and the 
Pakistan Government did not attempt to stop [the] incursion. They may 
have known in advance what was intended but there is no evidence that 
it occurred on their initiative?”’’ 

After India and Pakistan were unable to resolve the dispute through 
bilateral discussions, Indian Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru agreed to 
Governor-General Mountbatten’s suggestion that India bring the Kash- 
mir issue to the United Nations (UN) Security Council.'® Senior British 
officials—Commonwealth Relations Secretary Philip Noel-Baker, UN 
Representative Sir Alexander Cadogan, and Lord Hasting (Pug) Ismay, 
formerly Mountbatten’s chief of staff—met Acting Secretary of State 
Lovett in Washington in January 1948, before the start of Security 
Council deliberations on Kashmir. They urged America to step forward 
and take the lead; Britain’s doing so, they argued, would suggest the 
reimposition on the Raj. Although the visitors alluded darkly to a po- 
tential “holocaust,” an unmoved Lovett, they reported to London, 
stressed, “how very difficult it was for the United States delegation to 
play the part which we suggested.”'” Lovett declared that the United 
States “is spread very thinly in its present commitments.” He also ex- 
pressed concern that U.S. involvement might attract Soviet interest, 
making it harder to solve the Kashmir dispute.”° 

When the Security Council met on Kashmir in early 1948, Ameri- 
can diplomats followed the British lead in trying to reach a satisfac- 
tory solution. The UN deliberations revolved around four interrelated 
issues: the control of the Kashmir administration during the plebiscite 
(Pakistan wanted this in UN hands; India insisted that Sheikh Abdul- 
lah remain in charge); the nature and pace of the withdrawal of Indian 
and Azad Kashmir forces; India’s desire to label Pakistan an aggres- 
sor; and Pakistan’s wish to condemn its overall treatment by India. 
Zafrullah Khan proved a highly effective advocate for his country and 
succeeded in focusing the Security Council’s attention on the future 
of Kashmir rather than on the narrower question of the Pathan tribal 
invaders. 

During the UN session, Sheikh Abdullah, who served on the Indian 
delegation, met with Warren Austin, the U.S. representative to the UN 
and a respected former Republican senator from Vermont. Austin be- 
lieved that Abdullah’s main aim during their talk was to suggest a third 
alternative for Kashmir, beyond joining India or Pakistan: indepen- 
dence. “{I] gave Abdullah no encouragement on this line,” Austin cabled 
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the State Department, “when he left he understood very well where we 
stood.*' Like India and Pakistan, neither Washington nor London fa- 
vored an independent Kashmir. Apart from worry about further Balka- 
nization of British India, there was concern that Kashmir’s political and 
economic weakness, as well as its strategic location, would invite com- 
munist interference and fuel further regional instability. 

By March 1948, the Security Council had settled on a draft resolu- 
tion proposed by China. India, but not Pakistan, favored the proposal 
because it left Sheikh Abdullah in office during the plebiscite. In con- 
veying his views to the U.S. embassy, Jinnah stressed that a fair 
plebiscite was impossible if Sheikh Abdullah, “a Congress Quisling,” 
remained in power.” The governor-general went on to “beg” the United 
States not to be misled by British claims that “they knew the situation 
better than we did.”** 

In the end, the United States joined Britain, Belgium, Canada, and 
China to support a modified formulation. The Security Council unani- 
mously adopted the resolution on April 21, 1948. Neither India nor 
Pakistan was happy.~” In Karachi, where the reaction was particularly 
negative, Prime Minister Liaquat Ali Khan declared that the Kashmir 
resolution “showed complete lack of understanding [of] Oriental psy- 
chology, [and] that as long as Abdullah remained in charge [of the] 
Kashmir Government [the] populace would not dare risk voting against 
him.”*° In view of this initially hostile reaction, it is ironic that insis- 
tence on implementing the April 21, 1948, resolution has become an 
icon of Pakistan’s policy in the succeeding years. Meanwhile, with the 
stalemate unresolved, the stage was set for the de facto partition of 
Kashmir and the prolonged dispute between India and Pakistan over the 
state’s final status. . 


The First U.S. Ambassador to Pakistan 


Paul Alling, a career diplomat and previously deputy chief of the State 
Department’s Near Eastern affairs division, arrived in Karachi early in 
1948 as the first U.S. ambassador to Pakistan. Accompanied by the 
small embassy diplomatic staff, Alling presented his credentials on 
February 26, 1948. The reception at Government House recalled “‘the 
pomp and circumstance with which the British governed India,’ David 
Newsom, then an embassy junior officer, wrote to his mother in Cali- 
fornia. After the Americans proceeded through the teak-paneled entry 
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hall, they walked up the staircase to the governor-general’s reception 
room. Two “resplendent guards” stood at attention, each wearing “a 
jacket with silver epaulets and a patch of brilliant ribbon over the left 
chest . . . a turban of gold cloth, streaked with silver strips. The pic- 
ture was completed by the lance with a red and white pennant which 
each carried’’””° 

Jinnah, who was standing when the Americans entered the room, ap- 
peared healthy: Newsom wrote, “His 71 years are apparent only when 
he is speaking in a low, rather tired voice.” The governor-general was 
dressed in his traditional public garb, a long, high-collared black frock 
coat and white trousers, and wore the familiar karakul fur cap. After 
Alling finished reading a message from President Harry S. Truman, 
“Jinnah adjusted a monocle to his right eye and, in a very low voice, 

. . read the reply.’ The ceremony’s one humorous moment occurred, 
according to Newsom, when “Mr. Jinnah lost his place in his speech 
and the monocle fell from his eye. He adjusted it again, but apparently 
got it in backward. It was necessary to adjust it still a third time before 
he could proceed.””’ 

Three weeks later, Alling and his wife had tea with Jinnah and his 
sister, Fatima, at their beach cottage on the Arabian Sea, a few miles 
from Karachi. During the afternoon, the U.S. envoy and Pakistan’s 
leader had a wide-ranging discussion as they walked together along the 
sandy beach. When Alling expressed America’s hope for friendly India- 
Pakistan relations, Jinnah replied that “nothing was nearer to his heart. 
What he sincerely wished was an association similar to that between 
the United States and Canada.” Jinnah said that he had told Nehru, 
Gandhi, and others that “Pakistan desired a defensive understanding 
with India on a military level . . . with no time limit, similar perhaps 
to [the U.S.] arrangements with Canada.” On Kashmir, the governor- 
general alleged that India and Mountbatten had been less than fair. He 
was firmly convinced that Pakistan was the victim of a conspiracy.”® 

The afternoon’s only off note came when Alling responded nega- 
tively to Jinnah’s expression of interest in having Flagstaff, his house in 
Karachi, become the ambassador’s residence. The embassy, Alling 
replied, had already obtained another property for the ambassador and 
Flagstaff would be too large for more junior staff. “Mr. Jinnah and his 
sister were disappointed,” Alling reported. “[T]hey would have liked 
particularly to have their house become the residence of the American 
Ambassador.” In spite of rumors of Jinnah’s poor health, Alling found 
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him “perfectly sound in mind and body” and able “to enjoy a brisk walk 
of a couple of miles which we took along the beach.””? In fact, both 
Jinnah and Alling would soon fall fatally ill: Jinnah died that fall from 
tuberculosis; Alling was medically evacuated with cancer later in the 
year and died in the United States. 

For the small embassy staff, life in the new capital was exhilarating 
and challenging, Newsom and fellow junior officer Harold Josef re- 
called. Protocol was informal; government leaders, including Liaquat, 
invited even junior officers to social functions. The gregarious prime 
minister enjoyed entertaining at his home, at times asking American 
guests to remain for late-night jazz sessions, during which Liaquat en- 
thusiastically beat the drums. In Pakistan’s early days, the American 
diplomats admired the small band of overworked, highly motivated, 
and idealistic civil servants who struggled to establish their new coun- 
try. It was hard for the embassy staff not to empathize with the Pak- 
istanis and their view of the troubles with India over Kashmir and other 
issues.” 

On September 11, 1948, Jinnah died. After falling seriously ill with 
tuberculosis in the spring of 1948, Jinnah had left humid Karachi for 
the cooler mountain air of Ziarat, a resort at an altitude of 7,000 feet in 
Baluchistan. Pakistani officials pretended that the governor-general re- 
mained in active charge of affairs. Although Liaquat told the British 
high commissioner that Jinnah was “keeping normal health,” his ab- 
sence from Karachi during the celebrations of the first anniversary of 
independence in August 1948 made it clear that something was very 
wrong.” 

Early in September, the doctors transferred the ailing leader to 
Quetta, the capital of Baluchistan, and then on September 11, 1948, 
flew him to Karachi. Jinnah was so weak that he had to be carried on a 
stretcher and transported in an ambulance to and from the aircraft. He 
reached Government House in late afternoon, the trip made worse 
when the ambulance broke down on the way to the city from the air- 
port. The governor-general was immediately put to bed, and during the 
night, Jinnah took his last breath.” 

Although not unexpected, Jinnah’s death was an enormous blow. His 
towering prestige, intellectual acumen, and incorruptibility were assets 
that Pakistan sorely missed as it struggled to establish an identity and 
overcome staggering problems. Liaquat, who became the dominant po- 
litical figure after Jinnah’s death, decided to remain as prime minister. 
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Nazimuddin, whose tenure as chief minister of East Bengal had not al- 
tered his image as a decent but amiable lightweight, became the new 
governor-general. 

Although Liaquat was a more human figure than the aloof and dis- 
tant Jinnah, he did not possess the Quaid-i-Azam’s authority or deci- 
siveness. As a refugee from India, Liaquat also lacked a regional polit- 
ical base in Pakistan. The U.S. embassy correctly predicted that he 
would have trouble managing the increasingly unruly Muslim League, 
the nation’s only significant political party. An umbrella organization, 
the League encompassed a broad spectrum that included quarrelsome 
rural grandees from the Punjab and Sindh, disgruntled refugee leaders 
from India, ambitious Muslim clerics, and squabbling Bengali politi- 
cians.”> Only the demand for partition had unified the League. Once 
Pakistan was achieved, the party began to unravel in the face of mount- 
ing infighting, bickering, and the lack of programmatic goals. 

When Jinnah’s passing was reported in the American press, Time 
magazine remained as unfriendly toward him as it had been during his 
life. A September 28, 1948, story titled “That Man” read, “Out of the tra- 
vail of 400 million in the Indian subcontinent have come two symbols— 
a man of love and a man of hate. Last winter the man of non-violence, 
Gandhi, died violently at the hands of an assassin. Last week the man of 
hate, Mohammed Ali Jinnah, at 71, died a natural death in Karachi, cap- 
ital of the state he had founded.”** 

Generally, the American media coverage about Pakistan continued 
to reflect skepticism about the country’s viability. On the first anniver- 
sary of its independence, a New York Times editorial stated, “[t]he 
record of the first year gives promise that. . . the future of India (ulti- 
mately a reunited one, we hope) will be better than its past.’°? A 
Reuters report speculated whether Jinnah’s death would weaken Pak- 
istan’s determination to maintain partition.*° 


Kashmir: Cease-Fire but No Settlement 


During 1948, the UN worked hard to achieve a cease-fire and lay the 
groundwork for a plebiscite in Kashmir. After the United States reluc- 
tantly agreed to become a member of the UN Commission for India and 
Pakistan (UNCIP), the U.S. representative on the commission, ambas- 
sador to Burma Klahr Huddle, found “little to choose” between the 
Indians and the Pakistanis. Prime Minister Nehru, in Huddle’s view, 
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adopted a “self-righteous intransigent stand,’ while Foreign Minister 
Zafrullah Khan’s “attitude toward [the] Commission has been patron- 
izing and approaching arrogance.”*’ Although India eventually ac- 
cepted the UNCIP proposals, Pakistan added so many qualifications 
that the UN team regarded Karachi’s response as rejection.” 

Charles Lewis, who had become chargé d’affaires again after Am- 
bassador Alling fell ill and was evacuated, stoutly defended Pakistan’s 
action. His dispatches of September 10 and 24, 1948, expressed little 
faith in UNCIP’s ability “to suppress or control Indian perfidy.”*” They 
were good examples of the Foreign Service malady called “‘localitis,” 
when an embassy becomes so identified with its host country’s point of 
view that its reporting loses objectivity. Although there is no record of 
Washington’s reaction, the State Department could not have been im- 
pressed with Lewis’s special pleading. U.S. policy was to end the threat 
that the Kashmir dispute posed to peace, not to take sides between India 
and Pakistan or to pass judgment about who was to blame. 

One month later, in October 1948, Liaquat met Secretary of State 
Marshall during the UN General Assembly session, held that year in 
Paris. In the highest-level bilateral discussions since Pakistan’s inde- 
pendence, Liaquat outlined the problems his country faced, stressed 
that it was “unthinkable that Pakistan could fall prey to communism 
since [communism was] against Islam,” and urged the United States to 
provide economic help for Pakistan and the nations of the Middle East 
as it had for Europe. Liaquat described India’s attitude toward Pakistan 
as “hostile.” He asserted that Pakistan wanted peace, but would fight if 
India persisted in being aggressive. The prime minister thought the 
Kashmir problem could be solved by a plebiscite, “however, there must 
be no coercive forces present.” 

In response, Marshall said he was pleased to learn of Pakistan’s con- 
cern about communism, commenting (with an eye toward India-Pakistan 
differences) that one way nations outside the “police state” orbit could 
strengthen themselves was to settle disputes quickly and peacefully. He 
hoped that the “Kashmir question could be settled in conformity with 
UN principles.” The secretary parried the call for economic aid, urging 
Pakistan to seek private capital.*° 

Following the meeting with Liaquat and a similar session with 
Nehru, Marshall expressed little optimism about the prospects for a 
Kashmir settlement in discussing the issue with Sir Alexander Cadogan, 
the British UN representative. The secretary commented that although 
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both Nehru and Liaquat had stressed “the need for stability, they did not 
seem to be willing to suit action to their words.’’*' With Marshall as sec- 
retary of state, the United States continued to work in close harness with 
the British on the Kashmir issue, “without breaking away from our 
carefully considered neutral path” between India and Pakistan.*” 

On December 11, 1948, after reaching a consensus on cease-fire 
arrangements and on the appointment of a high-level plebiscite admin- 
istrator,*’ UNCIP forwarded its proposal to Karachi and New Delhi on 
a take-it-or-leave-it basis.** This time both countries accepted the UN 
plan. A cease-fire took effect in Kashmir on January 1, 1949. Each side 
remained in physical control of the areas it was occupying. The Secu- 
rity Council endorsed the UNCIP proposals and reaffirmed the call for 
a plebiscite. Half a century later, with a few adjustments, the same line 
still separates the parts of Kashmir held by India and Pakistan. 

Several factors explained why Karachi accepted cease-fire proposals 
similar to those it had rejected just four months earlier. First, the de- 
parture of Jinnah from the scene had badly shaken the nation’s self- 
confidence. Second, India’s forcible seizure of the former princely state 
of Hyderabad on September 13, 1948, just two days after Jinnah’s 
death, had stirred genuine anxiety that Pakistan might be the next tar- 
get. Fearing an attack, Liaquat sounded alarm bells several times dur- 
ing the fall of 1948 that the Indians were about to invade. (As in Kash- 
mir, the ruler of Hyderabad had balked at accession and flirted with 
independence. Unlike Kashmir, Hyderabad had a Muslim ruler, the fab- 
ulously wealthy but miserly nizam, and a majority-Hindu population. 
The fact that it was physically surrounded by India sealed Hyderabad’s 
fate once New Delhi decided to use force to resolve the problem.)” Fi- 
nally, the U.S. willingness to have an American serve as the plebiscite 
administrator encouraged the Pakistanis to accept the UNCIP propos- 
als. Karachi was eager to maximize the American involvement, espe- 
cially as it sensed that the British Labour government favored India. 

In March 1949, UN Secretary Trygve Lie appointed Adm. Chester 
Nimitz, who had commanded American naval forces in the Pacific dur- 
ing World War II, as the administrator of the Kashmir plebiscite. 
George McGhee, who had become the first assistant secretary of state 
for Near Eastern, South Asian, and African affairs in a departmental re- 
organization,”° took credit in an interview for the Nimitz appointment. 
A former Texas oil man, McGhee had become acquainted with the 
admiral during the war and thought that Nimitz’s solid reputation and 
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quiet personal style would enable him to deal effectively with Indian 
and Pakistani leaders.*’ 

When the guns stopped firing in Kashmir on January 1, 1949, 
UNCIP was optimistic about an early agreement on the withdrawal of 
forces. Meanwhile, Nimitz waited in New York for the accord to be fi- 
nalized before shifting to South Asia to conduct the voting. But it 
shortly became apparent that reaching an agreement would not be easy. 
India started raising a variety of problems, including its desire to dis- 
arm and disband all Azad Kashmiri forces and to challenge Pakistan’s 
continued control over Gilgit and Hunza, two small, isolated, but strate- 
gic territories in northern Kashmir that had joined Pakistan on their 
own initiative in August 1947. 

After struggling without success for six months, UNCIP proposed 
that India and Pakistan submit their differences to arbitration. President 
Truman endorsed the idea in personal appeals to Liaquat and Nehru and 
urged a parallel approach by British prime minister Clement Attlee. 
London agreed, undoubtedly pleased that Washington was taking a 
high-level initiative on Kashmir.*® Truman’s message to Liaquat was to 
the point: “I am sure you will agree that peace and cooperation between 
your country and India are essential to the continuance of social and po- 
litical progress on the subcontinent. The Kashmir dispute is the great- 
est threat to such peace and cooperation. My Government is therefore 
deeply interested in an early settlement of this dispute. . . . In the in- 
terest of your own nation and in the interest of the world community, I 
urge you to accept the recommendation for arbitration of truce terms.”*” 

Liaquat agreed to arbitration. The prime minister replied to Truman 
on September 8, 1949, “Had the proposal not hinged around the emi- 
nent personality of Fleet Admiral Chester W. Nimitz and had it not been 
so emphatically sponsored by the President of the United States my 
government would have felt considerable hesitation in accepting 
it. . . 2° Nehru, however, turned Truman down. Although India’s 
prime minister agreed that Kashmir was “a cause of acute tension,” he 
claimed that the basic problem was the anti-Indian attitude of the Pak- 
istani leadership. Resorting to what Americans regarded as legalistic 
quibbling, Nehru claimed that he was not opposed to arbitration, but 
found the proposal insufficiently “precise and defined.””! 

A week later, a disappointed Dean Acheson, who had succeeded Mar- 
shall as secretary of state in 1949, conferred with Foreign Minister 
Zafrullah Khan. Pakistan’s top diplomat had by then won the respect of 
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U.S. interlocutors as an eloquent and balanced spokesman for his coun- 
try. Zafrullah expressed fear that India’s resistance to the plebiscite 
would lead to an interminable delay, greatly increasing pressures on the 
Pakistani government to take rash action. “This Government,’ the secre- 
tary of state replied, “shared Pakistan’s concern in this matter. . . . We 
were very pleased over Pakistan’s acceptance of the arbitration proposal 
and greatly disappointed by the reply we had received from India.”>” 

The episode marked an important milestone in the U.S. perception of 
the Kashmir dispute. Until then, the Americans found little to choose 
between the conduct of India and Pakistan. But the view altered as India 
spurned a series of proposals to remove impediments to the plebiscite: 
in 1949, the Truman-Attlee call for arbitration; at Christmas, further 
ideas offered by the UN Security Council president, Canada’s Gen. 
Andrew McNaughton; in 1950, proposals by Australia’s Sir Owen 
Dixon; and in 1951-52, suggestions from America’s Dr. Frank Graham. 

At the time, only a small group of State Department officials dealt 
with the Kashmir issue: Secretary Acheson, Assistant Secretary 
McGhee, UN affairs officer Howard Meyers, South Asian Affairs Di- 
rector Burt Mathews, and Frank Collins from the Department of State’s 
South Asia office. Meyers recalled that they gradually became con- 
vinced that India preferred to maintain and, if possible, make perma- 
nent the status quo rather than to settle the dispute on less favorable 
terms.°° The perception also grew that Prime Minister Nehru, given his 
family roots as a member of the Kashmiri Brahmin community, was the 
principal barrier to a settlement. “Nehru was the stumbling block,” 
McGhee commented. “If he had cooperated, the Kashmir problem 
could have easily been solved’”>* 


Liaquat Visits America, but Not the Soviet Union 


In mid-1949, Truman invited Nehru to pay a state visit to the United 
States, the first by a South Asian leader. When Liaquat did not receive 
a similar invitation, his pride was hurt and he felt snubbed. The prime 
minister’s political standing had already slumped because of criticism 
that his relatively moderate approach toward India and his pro-Western 
stance had not produced results on Kashmir. The failure of the U.S. 
government to invite Liaquat further damaged his prestige. 

In an unexpected counterpunch, the Pakistani leader elicited an invi- 
tation to visit the Soviet Union.® Given that relations between Moscow 
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and Karachi were cold and that neither country had established an em- 
bassy in the other’s capital, the development caused considerable sur- 
prise. On the Pakistani side, the groundwork was laid by Raja Ghazanfar 
Ali, a freewheeling Muslim League politician, who as ambassador to 
Iran had become friendly with his Soviet counterpart. When Liaquat 
passed through Tehran in late May 1949, he met Soviet chargé d’atf- 
faires Ali Aliev at dinner and voiced an interest in visiting his country. 
An official invitation quickly was transmitted through Ghazanfar Ali in 
Tehran on June 2, 1949. Five days later, Liaquat formally accepted the 
invitation using the Tehran channel.”° 

The reaction in Karachi was enthusiastic; Pakistanis saw the Soviet 
visit as a way to show the West not to take their country for granted. 
The invitation was a major political coup, especially as the Soviets had 
yet to invite Prime Minister Nehru. Liaquat was eager to go to Moscow 
even though he had few illusions that Pakistan’s relations with the So- 
viet Union would become close. In London, British officials reacted 
with reasonable calm. In Karachi, however, an agitated High Commis- 
sioner Grafftey-Smith told Zafrullah Khan that the visit would “create ° 
doubts in the mind of the British and American public” without help- 
ing Pakistan.”’ 

From Washington, Ambassador Ispahani sent a syrupy letter on 
September 7, 1949, to the prime minister, calling the proposed Soviet 
trip “a masterpiece in strategy” that had greatly increased American 
interest in Pakistan.-® The invitation from Moscow, in fact, had received 
Washington’s attention. The desirability of offsetting the impact of 
Liaquat’s anticipated travel to the Soviet Union, along with balancing 
Nehru’s state visit to the United States, were the main arguments that 
Assistant Secretary McGhee used successfully to request an invitation 
for the Pakistani leader. Truman gave his final approval on November 17, 
1949, and a month later, McGhee personally presented the invitation to 
the prime minister during the first trip of an assistant secretary of state 
to the subcontinent.”” 

By then, the Soviet trip had gone off the rails. Conventional wisdom 
in Pakistan has attributed this change of heart in Moscow to supposed 
annoyance that Liaquat had succumbed to pressures from pro- 
Westerners in the cabinet, such as Ghulam Mohammed, to travel to the 
United States before going to the Soviet Union. The available evidence 
does not bear this out and instead suggests that the Soviets had shifted 
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their Peetet bells Truman had approved inviting Liaquat to the 
United States.°° 

After the Pakistanis initially suggested that Liaquat arrive in 
Moscow on August 20, 1949, the Soviets proposed that he get there on 
August 15. The Pakistanis countered that this was physically impossi- 
ble because the prime minister had to be present at Pakistan’s in- 
dependence day celebrations the day before, on August 14. The Soviets 
then suggested a two-month delay and eventually agreed to an early 
November arrival date. They also insisted on having resident envoys in 
place before the visit, but delayed giving agrément for the Pakistani 
bet until October 28 and failed to nominate a Soviet envoy to 
Pakistan.°' At the end of October 1949, a perplexed Foreign Secretary 
Ikramullah confided to British high commissioner Grafftey-Smith that 
Moscow was dragging its feet on the trip and had even allowed the 
prime minister’s passport to languish three weeks at the Soviet Embassy 
in New Delhi.” 

Although at this point Liaquat reportedly was still eager to go and 
prepared to travel on short notice, Moscow continued to delay matters 
and eventually indicated that the visit was indefinitely postponed. The 
Pakistanis never received a convincing explanation for the Soviet can- 
cellation of Liaquat’s trip. The timing of events, however, indicates that 
the reason was something other than Soviet irritation over the Ameri- 
can invitation to Liaquat.°° Although the Soviets eventually nominated 
an envoy to Pakistan, relations remained distant until 1954 and then 
became frigid after Pakistan joined the Western alliance system. It was 
not until 1965, when President Ayub Khan traveled to Moscow, that a 
Pakistani head of government actually visited the Soviet Union. 

In March 1950, a month before Liaquat was due to arrive in the 
United States, a major outbreak of Hindu-Muslim violence in East 
Bengal triggered a potentially explosive crisis in India-Pakistan rela- 
tions. As tensions rose, a concerned Truman, then vacationing in Key 
West, Florida, telephoned Acheson to suggest that he send a message to 
encourage Liaquat and Nehru to find a way to resolve the problem.™ 
With American and British diplomats playing a helpful behind-the- 
scenes role, the Indian and Pakistani leaders were able to ease tensions 
by reaching an agreement to improve treatment of minorities. 

To prepare Truman for Liaquat’s May 1950 visit, the State Depart- 
ment sent the White House a forty-one-page briefing memorandum that 
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offered a candid and comprehensive snapshot of bilateral relations and 
U.S. policy toward Pakistan on the eve of the Korean War: 


—Liaquat was well disposed toward the United States and “Western 
ways’ but unable to “express openly his desire for such an align- 
ment because of strong local opinion which still considers west- 
ern nations ‘imperialistic.’ ” 

—Although bilateral relations were basically friendly, they “have 
not. . . been without irritation and resentment. Our Palestine 
policy occasioned widespread press criticism and demonstrations 
in Pakistan. We have been criticized for too great leniency toward 
India in the Kashmir dispute and for favoring India at the expense 
of Pakistan.” 

—Pakistan had received very little economic or military help from 
the United States. Its economic requests thus far had “seemed im- 
practicable” and “because of our existing heavy commitments to 
supply military equipment to other parts of the world which are 
faced with a greater potential threat of external aggression than 
Pakistan we shall not be able in the near future to make available 
to Pakistan any large quantity of such equipment.’ 

—“The entire South Asian region is of relatively secondary impor- 
tance to the United States from a military point of view,” although 
Pakistan might have value in the event of a war with the Soviet 
Union as a place from which U.S. aircraft could operate. “How- 
ever, this should not be openly stressed since it negates our oft- 
expressed interest in helping the region for economic reasons.” 


On the afternoon of May 3, 1950, Truman and most of the cabinet 
were on hand to greet Liaquat and his wife at Washington’s National 
Airport. That evening, the president hosted a formal state dinner at Blair 
House, where the Trumans were living during the renovation of the 
White House. Liaquat kept busy the next two days with usual state-visit 
activities: separate—and apparently identical—addresses to the Senate 
and the House of Representatives, a press conference at the National 
Press Club, wreath-laying at the tomb of the unknown soldier, a visit to 
George Washington’s home at Mount Vernon, a dinner hosted by the 
secretary of state, and a reception given by Ambassador Ispahani. 

Substantively, Liaquat’s schedule in Washington was light. There 
was apparently no separate business meeting with President Truman. A 
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session between Acheson and Liaquat scheduled for after the state dinner 
did not take place because the State Department protocol officer 
strangely failed to inform the Pakistanis. In fact, the prime minister’s 
only substantive meeting seems to have been at the Pentagon with Secre- 
tary of Defense Louis Johnson and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Gen. Omar Bradley. When the Pakistani leader reiterated his country’s 
interest in obtaining arms, this was merely noted by the American side.*’ 

Liaquat’s basic approach during the trip was that of a goodwill sales- 
man. It was not a Cold War-oriented visit. The prime minister tried to 
explain Pakistan to Americans, to emphasize his country’s interest in 
U.S. economic aid and business investment, and to underscore its sup- 
port for democratic principles. Although Liaquat maintained Pakistan’s 
interest in receiving military equipment, he did not stress the subject or 
urge closer security ties with the United States during public appear- 
ances.°® His flip response to a question at the National Press Club, how- 
ever, stirred media interest in the security issue. When a reporter asked 
how large a standing army the prime minister wanted, Liaquat quipped 
that this depended on “this great country of yours. . . . If your country 
will guarantee our territorial integrity, I will not keep any army at all”°’ 

Two weeks later, a tragic explosion in South Amboy, New Jersey, 
triggered further attention to the arms question. On May 20, 1950, 
longshoremen were in the process of unloading 467 tons of explo- 
sives—antitank and antipersonnel mines purchased for the Pakistani 
army and cases of dynamite bought for Afghanistan—from twelve rail- 
road freight cars. The explosives were to be reloaded into four lighters 
for ferrying to a freighter in the harbor that was scheduled to transport 
the cargo to Karachi. Suddenly, the matériel blew up, creating an enor- 
mous roar. The noise and shock were so great that some South Amboy 
citizens panicked, believing their city had come under foreign attack. 
The devastating blast left 4 people dead, 31 missing, and 312 injured. 
Although the cause of the explosion was never fully established, it was 
assumed to have been an accident.”° 

During the three-week trip, Liaquat made a positive impression in 
Washington and in other cities he visited around the United States. The 
British embassy reported to London that Pakistan’s prime minister 
came across as appealing, low-key, and straightforward.’’ George 
McGhee, who spent considerable time with the visitor and his outgoing 
wife, considered Liaquat a friend and “a man we could do business 
with.’’* In contrast, McGhee was put off by Prime Minister Nehru, 
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Prime Minister Liaquat Ali Khan and President Harry Truman exchange official greet- 
ings at National Airport, Washington, D.C., May 1950. (Courtesy of the Harry S. 
Truman Library.) 


whom he found “vague and shifty,” quite apart from his dislike of 
Nehru’s neutralist foreign policy.” 

The U.S. press covered Liaquat’s trip in a friendly manner. The New 
York Times praised the prime minister’s commitment to democracy in 
his address to the Congress as “heart-warming.’’* But the press 
demonstrated far less interest than in the earlier visit by the better- 
known Nehru. “Mr. Liaquat Ali Khan probably learnt more about 
America than Americans learnt about Pakistan,” the British embassy 
reported. The extent of ignorance about the subcontinent, the embassy 
wryly noted, was underscored during a lunch in Los Angeles when a 
California businessman asked Liaquat “whether the blank space be- 
tween the two parts of Pakistan as shown on the menu card was 
Afmeay’= 

The prime minister was still in the United States, receiving medical 
treatment for goiter in Boston, when North Korea sent its troops across 
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At Blair House, Washington, D.C., May 1950, left to right: Begum M. A. H. Ispahani, 
Prime Minister Liaquat, First Lady Bess Truman, Secretary of State Dean Acheson, 
Begum Liaquat Ali Khan, Ambassador M. A. H. Ispahani, Margaret Truman, President 
Truman. (Courtesy of the Harry S. Truman Library.) 


the thirty-eighth parallel on June 25, 1950. Liaquat fully endorsed the 
U.S. decision to invoke the UN collective security system against the 
North Korean invasion. After Egypt abstained in UN Security Council 
voting, Pakistan backed the U.S. position in démarches to other coun- 
tries of the Middle East and South Asia. An appreciative Acheson 
thanked Ambassador Ispahani for “Pakistan’s support of the Security 
Council’s resolution of June 27” and its “very useful” willingness to 
approach Arab states on the Korean issue.’° 

But when Washington sought more tangible help on Korea, Karachi 
was less forthcoming. During the summer of 1950, Liaquat’s govern- 
ment wrestled with a request that Pakistan dispatch troops to join UN 
forces. Although the United States agreed to equip a Pakistani contin- 
gent, the leadership hesitated and ultimately decided to reject the re- 
quest. While voicing his continued support for the UN effort, Liaquat 
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stressed that, as long as Pakistan felt threatened by India, he could not 
commit his country’s limited security resources for other causes. A year 
later, in May 1951, the United States approached Pakistan again about 
sending forces to Korea. Liaquat responded that his country was ready 
to commit a full division, but the “U.S. must give him a commitment 
that will assure his people.”’’ Ambassador Avra Warren, a crusty pro- 
fessional diplomat who had arrived in Karachi in early 1950 to replace 
the long-departed Paul Alling, urged the State Department to agree.” 
Washington thought otherwise, believing that acceding to the Pakistani 
request would alienate India and Afghanistan and limit U.S. freedom of 
action in Asia. A rather officious reply expressed annoyance about hay- 
ing to bargain on “issues not related to Korea for fulfillment of [the 
Pakistani government’s] responsibility under the UN charter to provide 
help to deter aggression.””” 

In fact, Liaquat had limited room for maneuver. In the absence of a 
firm U.S. security guarantee against India, there was broad opposition 
to committing forces to Korea at a time when the Kashmir problem re- 
mained unresolved and tensions with India were high.*’ Although Pak- 
istan, under Liaquat’s leadership, was pro-Western, he was unwilling 
to align his country fully with the United States and its allies against 
the communists unless Washington guaranteed Pakistan’s security 
against India. This was a step that the Truman administration was not 
ready to take. 


Stalemate on Kashmir 


While Liaquat was visiting the United States in May 1950, Sir Owen 
Dixon, a distinguished Australian jurist, was undertaking another UN 
effort to solve the Kashmir dispute. Even though Dixon probably came 
closer to success than anyone else before or after, in the end he too 
failed. After shuttling back and forth between Karachi and New Delhi 
in the blistering late-May heat, Dixon concluded that a statewide 
plebiscite was no longer a feasible approach. Instead, he fixed on an 
idea initially put forward by Sir Girja Shankar Bajpai, secretary-general 
of India’s Ministry of External Affairs. The proposal was for India and 
Pakistan to keep the portions of Kashmir that they controlled, except 
for the Vale, where a plebiscite or some other arrangement, possibly 
partition, would settle matters. After considerable difficulty, Dixon 
gained the agreement of Liaquat and his cabinet colleagues in Karachi. 
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A suspicious Liaquat insisted that Dixon obtain Nehru’s word that he 
would not oppose the idea out of hand.*! Hopeful that he had a solu- 
tion, Dixon traveled to New Delhi to meet Nehru. But India’s prime 
minister rejected the proposal, which he claimed was not suitable for 
Kashmir. Dixon’s mission was over.** 

The U.S. embassies in Karachi and New Delhi differed in their as- 
sessment of what the United Nations should do next. From New Delhi, 
Ambassador Loy Henderson, who had succeeded Henry Grady, thought 
it should continue the effort to seek a settlement and leave Sheikh 
Abdullah in place as long as the plebiscite administrator believed the 
Kashmiri leader was supporting a fair vote. From Karachi, Warren, who 
showed far more “localitis” than Henderson, echoed official Pakistani 
views in vehemently opposing giving ““Abdullah’s stooge government 
the slightest possibility of bringing pressure on the local population 
either before or during the balloting”’®° 

To succeed Dixon as the UN’s Kashmir negotiator, Washington first 
proposed Ralph Bunche, a UN undersecretary-general and the highest- 
ranking African American then in public service. After Pakistan re- 
jected Bunche as “too devoted to Nehru as [a] champion of colored 
races,” the choice fell on Dr. Frank Graham, who had earned an excel- 
lent reputation in dealing with the 1949 Indonesia dispute. By this time, 
Howard Meyers, one of the small group of State Department officials 
who dealt with Kashmir, recalled that Washington no longer expected 
an agreement and instead adopted the tactic of engaging the parties in 
ongoing diplomatic discussions as a means of reducing the chances of 
a conflict.** 

Graham, in fact, made little substantive progress after he took up 
the assignment. Following discussions in India in September 1951, he 
was pessimistic in debriefing Ambassador Henderson: “After [a] long 
talk with Nehru. . . [Graham] has almost come to the conclusion that 
it is useless for his mission to remain longer in South Asia’’®?” Graham 
eventually reported on his lack of progress to the Security Council on 
October 16, 1951. 

That same day, Liaquat was assassinated while addressing a public 
meeting in Rawalpindi, in the northern Punjab. The assassin, an Afghan 
political refugee and former paid informer for the British, was imme- 
diately killed by the angry crowd. His motive has never been satisfac- 
torily clarified. Apart from blaming the police and local authorities for 
bungling their security responsibilities, the official inquiry failed to 
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develop a plausible explanation for the murder, although it concluded 
that the Afghan government was not behind the assassination. 

Liaquat’s death was a disaster for Pakistan, depriving the still-wobbly 
nation of its one truly popular national leader. Even though Liaquat had 
had to put down an attempted military coup earlier in 1951 and faced 
growing dissidence within the Muslim League, which was beginning to 
fragment as a political party, he remained Pakistan’s dominant public 
figure. At home and abroad, he was regarded as a leader of moderation, 
good sense, and integrity. 

The shaken Pakistani leadership moved quickly to name Governor- 
General Nazimuddin as the new prime minister. Finance Minister Ghu- 
lam Mohammed became governor-general. The State Department 
found the appointments “reassuring,” since both were seen as pro- 
Western and “men of moderation,” but questioned whether Nazimuddin 
would “have the strength to resist growing popular pressure” to take direct 
action in the wake of continued failure to reach a Kashmir settlement.*° 
Although the new prime minister did not act rashly despite continued 
frustration about Kashmir, he proved to be a weak and indecisive leader. 

Meanwhile, Graham plodded ahead. His strategy was to seek points 
of agreement and to narrow the differences to three areas: the ratio of 
troops to remain in Kashmir, the period of time for the demilitarization 
process, and the date for the plebiscite administrator to start his work. 
Although Graham doubted the Indians could block the plebiscite once 
Nimitz was on the ground in Kashmir, he told Ernest Gross of the U.S. 
mission to the UN in December 1951 that he found “little tendency on 
the part of the Indians to agree to any reasonable proposition.’ 

Up until the beginning of 1952, the Kashmir dispute remained 
largely outside the scope of the Cold War. In keeping with its cool and 
distant relations with both India and Pakistan, the Soviet Union had 
steered clear of the issue in UN deliberations. Signaling a significant 
policy shift in January 1952, however, Jacob Malik, the Soviet repre- 
sentative to the United Nations, tore into Graham’s report to the Secu- 
rity Council. He blasted the envoy as a U.S.-U.K. “secret agent” and 
charged that the West “intended to transform Kashmir and Pakistan into 
[a] military springboard against the U.S.S.R. and new China.”*® 

With Graham’s efforts going nowhere, the Pakistanis were becom- 
ing even more downcast. An unhappy Foreign Minister Zafrullah 
Khan told Ambassador Warren in April 1952 that “[h]is colleagues 
[were] disposed to believe that Graham [was] an old man of the sea 
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with his legs locked around the neck of Kashmir and [would] never let 
go.”*’ A month later, Karachi was even more unhappy when Nimitz 
decided to resign as plebiscite administrator after having sat idle for 
three years in New York. In a call on Acting Secretary of State David 
Bruce, Nimitz commented, “No mediation effort in Kashmir [is] going 
to succeed as long as Mr. Nehru maintain[s] his present unstatesman- 
like attitude.””” 

In June 1952, when it looked as if the Kashmir discussions had 
reached a dead end, Prime Minister Nazimuddin informed Warren that 
Pakistan was ready to break the deadlock by offering a major conces- 
sion on the question of troop withdrawal ratios. Chester Bowles, who 
had succeeded Henderson as ambassador to India, happened to be pass- 
ing through Karachi, and Warren arranged for him to meet Nazimuddin 
to discuss the issue. An upbeat Bowles cabled Washington after the 
session: “It is difficult to see how Nehru can turn down this proposal.””’ 
A delighted State Department responded that it was “gratified at [the 
Pakistani government’s] willingness [to] offer concessions in [the | 
hope [of] achieving demilitarization and [the] entrance into office of 
[the plebiscite administrator] and regards [the Pakistani] proposal as [a] 
statesmanlike act.””* But Nehru turned Bowles down. The Indian leader 
refused to budge from his previous position on the troop issue, assert- 
ing that “ratios were not the way to approach the problem since this 
implied [the Pakistanis] had definite rights in Kashmir which [the] 
Indians had consistently denied.””° 

Despite this setback, Graham soldiered on through a round of India- 
Pakistan ministerial talks in Geneva, Switzerland, in the fall of 1952. 
After these failed to advance matters, Washington and London readied 
a new draft UN resolution that drew sharp fire from Bowles, by then 
on his way out after the defeat of the Democrats in the November 
1952 U.S. presidential elections. Assistant Secretary of State for UN 
Affairs John Hickerson and Henry Byroade, who had replaced 
McGhee as assistant secretary of state for Near Eastern, South Asian, 
and African affairs in late 1951, rebuffed Bowles in a November 20, 
1952 cable that reaffirmed “our basic policy of attempting [to] help 
both parties without siding with either.” Summing up the U.S. govern- 
ment’s view after five frustrating years of wrestling with the Kashmir 
problem, Hickerson and Byroade cabled, “[The Department of State] 
considers Nehru [the] key figure in [the] settlement [of the] Kashmir 
issue. Until he is willing [to] make some agreement there of course 
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can be none. When he indicates a sincere desire to make [a] settlement 
it probably will follow.””* 


Trouble with Afghanistan: The Pushtunistan Issue 


The State Department also worried about festering trouble with 
Afghanistan. After Pakistan gained independence, the Kabul regime 
voted against Pakistan’s admission to the UN, periodically stirred the 
pot with complaints about Pakistan’s treatment of Pathans, and raised 
the irredentist cry of “Pushtunistan.” The majority of Afghanistan’s pop- 
ulation, including King Zahir and the ruling clan, were ethnic Pathans, 
but were called Pashtuns to distinguish them from their brethren across 
the border in the Northwest Frontier Province. The Pakistanis were 
basically disdainful of the Afghans and perceived their complaints as 
motivated in part by the ruling Afghan elite’s desire to deflect criticism 
from their own country’s economic backwardness, and in part by Indian 
machinations. Paradoxically, Pakistan had successfully reversed the 
long-standing British policy of stationing troops in the Pathan tribal 
areas. Jinnah had withdrawn the military, believing correctly that Mus- 
lim rather than British rulers could win the allegiance of the tribals.”° 
What stirred concern in Washington was that the Soviet Union, sit- 
ting to the north of landlocked Afghanistan, might provide an alterna- 
tive route for Afghan trade as well as other support if the Pakistanis 
reacted by blocking the transit of Afghan goods. The Truman adminis- 
tration’s anxiety mounted after the Korean War increased fear of a more 
aggressive Soviet posture. Even though Pakistan opposed third-party 
involvement in its dispute with Afghanistan, the State Department 
launched a diplomatic initiative in November 1950, offering to assist 
Kabul and Karachi as an “informal go-between.””° Perhaps worried 
that they had bitten off more than they could chew, the Afghans ac- 
cepted the U.S. proposal. Pakistan reacted coolly. When Zafrullah Khan 
and Secretary-General of the Pakistani government Chaudhn Mo- 
hammed Ali met Assistant Secretary McGhee at the State Department 
in mid-November 1950, they asserted that the U.S. suggestion would 
lead only “to interminable discussions with no chance of solving the 
basic problem,” which was Afghanistan’s refusal to accept the Durand 
Line that the British had imposed in the 1890s. The next day, the Pak- 
istanis vainly urged Acheson and McGhee to go beyond informal ac- 
ceptance of the Durand Line to recognize it officially as the border.”’ 
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Returning to Washington in January 1951, Chaudhri Mohammed Ali 
told McGhee that, unless the United States formally recognized the 
frontier, the talks would fail, because “those blackmailers” from Kabul 
would raise the question of Pashtun independence.”® After Warren, 
once more supporting the Pakistani view, urged U.S. recognition of the 
frontier, McGhee received Acheson’s blessing to maintain the U.S. 
position. The assistant secretary argued—incorrectly, it turned out— 
that Karachi “may be amenable to initiating talks on the basis we 
have suggested” if the State Department stood firm. A month later, 
when Zafrullah Khan asked Acheson directly about recognition of the 
Durand Line, the secretary of state responded, “My views remain 
unchanged.” 

An activist by nature, McGhee continued to press for talks between 
Kabul and Karachi. During his second visit to South Asia in March 
1951, he tried—but failed—to get the two sides together. In Kabul, the 
assistant secretary warned that “this [Pushtunistan] problem, as all oth- 
ers, must be considered in light of the expansionist policy of Soviet 
Russia which had no hesitancy in taking advantage of the power vacu- 
ums in Asia as well as in Europe.”’°’ In Karachi, McGhee thought that 
he had obtained Liaquat’s agreement for talks,'°’ but there was dis- 
agreement on a key point. McGhee wanted the Afghans to be free to 
raise Pushtunistan. The Pakistanis refused, since they regarded this 
issue as a purely domestic matter and none of Kabul’s business.'°” 

Although the State Department attempted to keep the idea of talks 
alive, it finally gave up in November 1951, deciding that there was 
nothing further to be gained from pursuing the initiative.’°’ Nonethe- 
less, Washington would continue to worry that chronic friction between 
Pakistan and Afghanistan might permit the Soviet Union to gain pre- 
dominant influence in Kabul. Later, the Eisenhower and Kennedy 
administrations, like Truman’s, would try their hand at reducing 
tensions—with equal lack of success. 


Military Aid and Middle East Defense 


As Pakistan scrambled to constitute its defense forces, the new nation 
could draw on a proud tradition of military service in the western dis- 
tricts of the Punjab and a large pool of qualified soldiers—the Punjabi 
Muslims had been a backbone of the British Indian army. What the new 
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nation lacked was military equipment and the industrial plant to pro- 
duce arms and munitions. The constant fear of India propelled Pakistan 
to commit a major part of governmental outlays to defense expendi- 
tures, starting with the initial budget in 1948. 

In searching abroad for arms and equipment, Pakistan turned pri- 
marily to Britain, the traditional supplier for the Indian army, and sec- 
ondarily to the United States, which had provided equipment during 
World War II. Washington responded coolly; it wanted London to shoul- 
der responsibility for South Asian security and to remain Pakistan’s and 
India’s principal source of arms, equipment, and training. Any U.S. role 
was initially envisioned as a modest supplement to British efforts. At 
the time, the United States offered neither India nor Pakistan grant as- 
sistance or financial credits. All arms had to be purchased for cash, 
either commercially or through the U.S. military procurement system. 

The rejection of Pakistan’s startlingly large request in the fall of 
1947 for $510 million of military aid was therefore no surprise. Al- 
though some sales were approved, in March 1948 President Truman 
embargoed arms exports to both India and Pakistan because of the 
fighting in Kashmir.'”* In spite of the fact that the embargo was lifted 
in 1949 after the cease-fire took effect, the Pentagon was slow to meet 
Pakistani arms requests. There was no political objection; Pakistan was 
considered a “friendly country.” The problem was a shortage of equip- 
ment and Pakistan’s low strategic priority. 

The new country was not without supporters, however. An articulate 
military attaché in Karachi, Lt. Col. Nathaniel Hoskott, argued force- 
fully—even during the Kashmir war embargo—for a more positive 
attitude. Believing that Pakistani airfields could be important in the 
event of war with the Soviets, Hoskott feared the West might lose their 
use if it continued to ignore Karachi’s requests for arms.'°° In Wash- 
ington, Pakistani diplomats also stressed their country’s military value 
in a war with the Soviets. In this vein, a October 18, 1948, diplomatic 
note from the Pakistani embassy to the State Department declared, 
“The strategic importance of Pakistan from an international point of 
view cannot be overlooked or treated lightly. In a period of emergency, 
Pakistan can form a base both for military and air operations.”'°° 

Yet the Pakistanis received little satisfaction. Even a visit to Wash- 
ington by Defense Secretary Iskander Mirza in the summer of 1949 and 
support by Assistant Secretary McGhee for early release of spare parts 
requested by the Pakistanis did not help matters much.'”’ A graduate of 
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the prestigious British military academy Sandhurst and a British Indian 
army officer, Mirza had been the first Indian to serve in the elite Indian 
Political Service that managed relations between the British Raj and 
Indian princely states, as well as dealings with strategically sensitive 
regions such as the unruly Pathan tribal belt. Mirza would become the 
key figure in the Pakistani political scene after he succeeded Ghulam 
Mohammed as governor-general in 1955. 

In May 1950, when Liaquat made his state visit to the United States, 
the military supply situation remained basically unchanged, notwith- 
standing the publicity generated by the explosion of munitions in 
South Amboy harbor. Karachi’s subsequent refusal to send troops to 
fight with the UN in Korea hardly bettered its prospects for receiving 
U.S. arms. 

American interest in Pakistan, however, grew after the Korean War 
stirred concern about a more aggressive Soviet posture in areas such as 
the Middle East. The oil-rich and strategically vital region was militar- 
ily weak and politically unstable—a tempting target, so Washington 
and London thought, for Moscow. When allied strategists considered 
ways to bolster the security of the unstable area, some believed Pak- 
istan could become a significant source of troops. British conservatives, 
particularly old India hands like Sir Olaf Caroe, a former governor of 
the Northwest Frontier Province, argued in favor of using South Asians 
to help defend the Middle East—as the British had done in the days of 
the Empire. Since Nehru had removed India from consideration 
through his policy of neutralism, Pakistan became a natural place to 
look.'°° 

British defense planners developed the idea of a Middle East De- 
fense Organization (MEDO), a British-led military group to be head- 
quartered in Egypt with mainly Arab members, but perhaps including 
Pakistan. When the British raised the possibility with Liaquat in January 
1951, he stated bluntly that his country could not participate in MEDO 
until the Kashmir dispute was settled.'°’ A month later, British officials 
told visiting State Department South Asia director Donald Kennedy 
that Kashmir remained “the main barrier”: “Until this question was out 
of the way, little could be done to bring Pakistan into the Western 
alliance.”!!° 

U.S. ambassadors to South Asian countries, meeting with Assistant 
Secretary McGhee in Ceylon in February 1951, favored the idea of 
Pakistani participation in the defense of the Middle East, but similarly 


46 Truman: Friends, Not Allies 


doubted that this would be feasible unless there was a settlement with 
India.''! Stopping in London on his way back to Washington, McGhee 
argued that the challenge was to find a formula that would meet Pak- 
istan’s price—‘insurance against attack from India”—without under- 
mining relations with New Delhi.''” British officials were skeptical that 
this was possible. In the summer of 1951, the British embassy in Wash- 
ington reported that officials at the State Department, although still 
interested in Pakistani association with MEDO, “have so far been 
completely stumped by the question of working out” the difficulties.''° 

Planning for MEDO proceeded to the point that the British, the 
French, and the Americans, in October 1951, put the idea to Egypt, 
which was seen as the key to the alliance. Viewing MEDO more as a 
vehicle for prolonging British imperialism than for deterring the Sovi- 
ets, the Egyptians flatly rejected the proposal.''* Even though British 
and American policy planners continued periodically to talk about 
MEDO, the proposed alliance, as originally conceived, was effectively 
dead after Cairo turned it down. 


Pakistani Arms Missions to Washington 


In the fall of 1951, former foreign secretary Ikramullah led a mission to 
Washington to seek arms. While meeting with McGhee on October 18— 
just two days after Prime Minister Liaquat was assassinated—the Pak- 
istani diplomat said that his instructions were to procure as much mili- 
tary equipment as he could “as a gift, under a loan arrangement, or by 
outright purchase.” Putting Ikramullah off, McGhee said that the United 
States “was already heavily committed to supply military equipment for 
several parts of the world, especially for the armies in Korea.” 

After McGhee asserted that “Pakistan had made the mistake of not 
sending troops to Korea,” Ikramullah retorted that, “[f]aced with a hos- 
tile neighbor, Pakistan could do no other than it did. . . . Now Pak- 
istan was taking the initiative and putting forth its requirements. It was 
ready to hear what the U.S. wanted of Pakistan.”'!° Later that day, the 
Pakistani envoy stressed this point in talking with South Asian affairs 
director Kennedy: “The time [is] past for words; Pakistan want[s] 
action. If America want[s] a commitment on the Middle East it should 
ask for this. . . . You must make up your mind about Pakistan. ya” 
When the envoy saw oe Acheson on October 21, he received 
friendly words, but no arms. a 
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A month later, Foreign Minister Zafrullah Khan met with Acheson 
to probe what U.S. officials meant when they had told [kramullah, “The 
Pakistanis must make up their minds where their country stood in case 
of trouble.” The secretary of state responded: “I presumed that the per- 
sons asking these questions had in mind that arms were scarce, that we 
had many demands upon us, and that we wished to have some idea how 
useful arms would be to the general cause if sold or transferred to Pak- 
istan. . . . We knew that Pakistan would say that what it could do 
would be very much affected by its relations with India.”''® In short, the 
Truman administration’s reaction to Pakistan’s willingness to help in 
the defense of the Middle East remained one of wariness, lest arming 
Pakistan ensnare the United States in India-Pakistan disputes. 

In late 1951, Henry Byroade replaced McGhee as regional assistant 
secretary of state. A West Pointer and the youngest brigadier general 
in the U.S. Army during World War II, Byroade had firsthand experi- 
ence in South Asia, having spent part of the war building airfields in 
eastern India. In 1946, he served as General Marshall’s chief of staff 
during the ill-fated China mission. He transferred to the State Depart- 
ment to head German affairs after Marshall became secretary of state 
in 1947.1” 

Byroade shared McGhee’s interest in using Pakistani troops in the 
defense of the Middle East, but was skeptical about the feasibility of 
MEDO. “The British didn’t seem to realize that the concept, with a 
British commander, belonged to the colonial age. We never said no, but 
just let the idea die by itself,’ Byroade commented.'”° Gradually, the 
assistant secretary came around to the concept of protecting the Persian 
Gulf from the north, rather than from the Suez Canal. A student of 
maps, Byroade thought that a defense arrangement extending from 
Turkey to Pakistan—a geographic arc of Muslim, but mainly non-Arab, 
states—bolstered by small amounts of military assistance from the 
United States, would help stabilize the region and make it less vulner- 
able to Soviet inroads.'*' At Byroade’s urging, the State and Defense 
Departments considered the Middle East defense problem in June 
1952. In the meeting, General Bradley, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, declared, “I don’t know how far we could get with Pakistan until 
the Kashmir problem has been solved. If we give Pakistan military aid 
we will find ourselves in trouble with India.”!~” 

A month later, in July 1952, the Pakistanis were again in Washing- 
ton seeking arms. Carrying a letter from Prime Minister Nazimuddin, 
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Mir Laik Ali led the team as he had in 1947, but on this occasion as 
adviser to the Ministry of Defense. The Pakistani envoy met with Sec- 
retary of State Acheson and Secretary of Defense Lovett to request 
$200 million worth of aircraft, tanks, anti-tank weapons, and artillery. 
Pakistan proposed to pay $15 million a year over three years and sought 
credits to cover the remaining $155 million. Lovett responded only that 
the Defense Department would look into the matter. Acheson listened 
politely, but similarly made no commitment.” 

In August 1952, Byroade officially advised Mir Laik that the United 
States could not meet the requests. There was then no legal basis for the 
United States to provide concessional arms sales and credits to Pak- 
istan. To avoid any possible misunderstanding in Karachi, and also to 
ensure that Avra Warren, by then regarded as thoroughly pro-Pakistani, 
understood the message, the State Department instructed the ambas- 
sador to deliver an aide-mémoire conveying the gist of what Byroade 
had told Mir Laik. In December 1952, after Dwight Eisenhower had 
been elected president but before he took office, Mir Laik saw Byroade 
again. Once more, the assistant secretary of state responded negatively 
to the arms request, stating, “We had thought about the problem but had 
very few answers; that we were still faced with the same basic obsta- 
cles that prevented positive action earlier in the year’”!~* 

As British planners continued to ponder Middle East defense during 
1952, they developed a more modest proposal. Instead of a full-fledged 
military alliance, MEDO was transformed into a planning body with its 
headquarters in Cyprus, then still a British colony.'* Because Lon- 
don’s internal review dragged on for six months, the British were not 
ready to inform the State Department about the new plan until mid- 
November 1952.'*° South Asia chief Kennedy, a supporter of arms for 
Pakistan, responded enthusiastically on a personal basis and a few days 
later, conveyed a positive official response. “The Department of State 
is pleased with this proposal and,’ Kennedy added, “if circumstances 
make it appropriate, would be prepared to support the UK in this 
approach.”!*’ 

When the British took soundings about the revised MEDO among 
other prospective members, however, the reactions were unenthusiastic 
and the idea petered out. The French noted that Pakistan was farther 
from the Middle East than was Greece, which was not being invited to 
participate. The Turks expressed concern about the Indian and Afghan 
reaction.'** The British high commissioner in Karachi advised that 
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Pakistan would be welcome to join when the planning organization 
took shape, but he did not solicit an immediate response. In India, the 
reaction was sharp although somewhat muted by the fact that the re- 
vised MEDO was only a military planning body. 

Bowles, near the end of his tenure as ambassador to India, fired off 
a strong but uncharacteristically short telegram opposing the idea of in- 
cluding Pakistan in MEDO.'”’ The State Department sent a calming 
reply to the effect that no approach had been made to the Pakistanis.'*° 
Donald Kennedy, however, told the British, ““~Bowles would soon be out 
anyway, adding that, in his view, the pluses of helping the Pakistanis 
militarily outweighed the minuses.'*! 

During a November 28, 1952, meeting of State and Defense Depart- 
ment officials, Byroade addressed the issue directly: Pakistan would 
probably join an anticommunist alliance if the United States were will- 
ing to provide enough military equipment. This would be a positive 
development but would run into the Kashmir issue and India. Sooner or 
later, Byroade declared, Washington might have to meet this question 
head on.'*” 

As the curtain rang down on the Truman administration, the question 
of arms to Pakistan thus remained up in the air. Only days before leav- 
ing office in January 1953, the secretary of state reassured an anxious 
Indian ambassador G. L. Mehta that press speculation about military 
aid was incorrect. The Pakistanis, Acheson said, had not been ap- 
proached to join MEDO, which was still in the discussion stage. Some 
thought that the Pakistanis could help in Middle East defense, the 
secretary told Mehta, but others were more concerned about the effect 
on India.'*? 


Friends, Not Allies 


With Truman in the White House, the United States sought good rela- 
tions with both Pakistan and India and tried to avoid taking sides be- 
tween the two countries. The principal American interest in the sub- 
continent was in solving the Kashmir dispute in order to prevent further 
instability in South Asia. The memory of the communal horrors of 1946 
and 1947 remained vividly in the collective mind. Since the Soviet 
Union kept largely aloof from the region, Cold War considerations were 
not the major factor in U.S. policy, except with regard to Pakistan’s 
troubles with Afghanistan. 
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Still, officials in Washington preferred Pakistan’s pro-Western for- 
eign policy to the approach of neutralist India, despite Karachi’s refusal 
to send troops to Korea. Americans found Pakistani leaders—Liaquat 
Ali Khan, Ghulam Mohammed, and Zafrullah Khan—more agreeable 
and easier to deal with than their Indian counterparts. Truman, Ache- 
son, and McGhee considered Jawaharlal Nehru prickly and difficult 
and regarded his chief foreign affairs aide, Krishna Menon, as obnox- 
ious and procommunist. Nonetheless, recognizing the geopolitical real- 
ities of the subcontinent, the Truman administration held back from 
establishing a security relationship with Pakistan lest this antagonize 
larger and more important India. 

For its part, under the leadership of Muslim League politicians— 
Mohammed Ali Jinnah, Liaquat Ali Khan, and Khwaja Nazimuddin— 
Pakistan adopted a pro-Western orientation without aligning itself 
firmly with the Western camp. The burning problem for Pakistan was 
not the Cold War with the communist bloc, but its own struggle with 
India, particularly the festering dispute over Kashmir. Regarding 
Britain as a declining power, Pakistan made establishing closer security 
links with the United States its top priority. Although Karachi received 
little satisfaction in this effort, it persisted in wooing the Americans. 
The Pakistanis, as Dean Acheson put it, “were always asking us for 
arms and I was always holding them off.’!** After Dwight Eisenhower 
replaced Harry Truman in the White House and John Foster Dulles be- 
came secretary of state, this attitude would change. 


Eisenhower I: America’s Most Allied 
Ally in Asia 


In January 1953, Dwight Eisenhower became the first Republican pres- 
ident of the United States in twenty years. During the election, he 
promised a tougher national security policy with greater reliance on 
collective security pacts to contain the Soviet bloc. Although South 
Asia was not the focus of special attention during the campaign, 
Republican rhetoric stirred hopes in Pakistan that the quest for U.S. 
military aid might at last bear fruit. 

Eisenhower’s selection of John Foster Dulles as secretary of state 
was also heartening news in Karachi. A prominent New York lawyer, 
Dulles had been foreign policy adviser to two-time Republican presi- 
dential candidate Thomas E. Dewey, had served on several U.S. dele- 
gations to the United Nations, and had negotiated the Japanese peace 
treaty at the end of World War II. The new secretary combined a pas- 
sion for foreign affairs and strong streak of Calvinist morality that re- 
flected his family background. The maternal side had produced two 
secretaries of state—grandfather John W. Foster in the 1880s and uncle 
Robert Lansing, who served under Woodrow Wilson. On the paternal 
side, Dulles’s father and grandfather had been Presbyterian ministers, 
his grandfather a missionary in British India. 

Dulles had no firsthand knowledge of South Asia, however, and prior 
to 1953 had apparently read only two books about the subcontinent. 
One was Life in India, a mid-Victorian paean to the virtues of British 
colonial rule; the author was Rev. John Welsh Dulles, the new secre- 
tary’s grandfather. The other book was Jawaharlal Nehru’s Glimpses of 
World History, which the future Indian prime minister had written for 
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his daughter, Indira, from jail during the 1930s.' Nehru’s agnostic and 
socialist views can hardly have impressed the profoundly religious and 
deeply anticommunist Dulles. 

By the time he became secretary of state, Dulles had already formed 
an unfavorable impression of India and a favorable one of Pakistan. He 
found Nehru’s neutralist foreign policy naive, if not unprincipled, and 
much preferred Pakistan’s anticommunist orientation. During a January 
1947 address to the National Publishers’ Association in New York, 
Dulles had expressed concern about alleged communist influence in the 
Indian interim government.” He later told Henry Villard of the State 
Department that his encounters with Krishna Menon at the United Na- 
tions had led to this view.’ The new secretary was the first of many 
Americans to be put off by the acerbic tongue and far-left views of 
Nehru’s principal foreign policy adviser. 

After Truman had appointed Dulles as negotiator of the peace treaty 
with Japan, Nehru had further irritated the future secretary of state by re- 
fusing either to participate in the negotiations or to sign the treaty.” In con- 
trast, Pakistan’s foreign minister, Zafrullah Khan, had won much favor by 
helping to corral Asian support for the peace accord and by glowingly 
praising the effort at the treaty-signing conference in San Francisco. 

In January 1953, shortly before Eisenhower entered the White 
House, the New York Times reported that the new secretary intended to 
visit India and Pakistan and elsewhere in Asia “to determine to what ex- 
tent their Governments are ready to cooperate in the new Administra- 
tion’s plans for a coordinated defense against Communist aggression in 
the Far East.’”° Commenting editorially, the Times warmly praised Pak- 
istan—then a favorite of America’s most influential newspaper. “The 
Pakistanis are developing an Eastern area of substantial strength that 
can be vital to the whole of the free world,’ the Times wrote. “If 
Mr. Dulles can bring about closer ties with this great young Asian state, 
he will have made an additional contribution to the cause of peace.”’ 

It was not Pakistan’s “substantial strength” but rather its economic 
weakness that was on display when Zafrullah Khan strode into the 
State Department on January 23, 1953, to request emergency wheat 
shipments in order to avert a grave food shortage.® Assistant Secretary 
of State for Near Eastern, South Asian, and African Affairs Henry 
Byroade, who had managed to survive a rough transition from the 
Democrats to the Republicans, urged the new secretary of state to 
support a positive response. , 


Eisenhower I: America’s Most Allied Ally in Asia a3 


Dulles agreed and his memorandum to President Eisenhower 
stressed the importance of helping Pakistan, quite apart from the food 
shortage. “The political situation in Pakistan is confused and precari- 
ous,” the secretary wrote. “[A]ny public evidence that the President and 
other leaders of the United States government are sympathetic to this 
problem could have an important effect in stabilizing this situation’’’® 
After Eisenhower formally sought emergency assistance, Congress 
rapidly approved food aid legislation, which the president was able to 
sign into law on June 25, 1953—just two weeks after he had submitted 
the request. The contrast between the smooth and quick agreement on 
wheat aid for Pakistan and the protracted wrangling over a 1951 wheat 
loan for India was striking. 

The political trouble in Pakistan to which Dulles referred related to 
the dismissal of Prime Minister Khwaja Nazimuddin by Governor- 
General Ghulam Mohammed on April 17, 1953. This action was consti- 
tutionally questionable, since Nazimuddin continued to have majority 
support in the Constituent Assembly, which also served as Pakistan’s 
parliament.'' A domineering, opinionated Punjabi, Ghulam Mohammed 
had emerged as the country’s strongest political figure after Liaquat Ali 
Khan’s assassination in October 1951. The forceful governor-general 
overshadowed the ineffective and indecisive Nazimuddin, who, as head 
of the Muslim League and prime minister, should in theory have been 
Pakistan’s top leader.'* On the emotional issue of the role of religion in 
Pakistan, Nazimuddin had upset the supporters of a secular state by 
catering to pro-Islamic sentiments in deliberations regarding a statement 
of basic principles for Pakistan’s constitution—still not drafted six years 
after independence. The final straw came when Nazimuddin floundered 
in the face of serious riots in Lahore in March 1953. The target of the dis- 
orders was the unorthodox Ahmadiyah sect of Islam, whose most promi- 
nent member was Zafrullah Khan.’” 

Ghulam Mohammed appointed another Bengali, Mohammed Ali 
Bogra, as the new prime minister. An amiable, second-tier Muslim 
League politician, Bogra was serving as ambassador to Washington at 
the time and had previously been envoy to Burma and to Canada. 
Apart from coming from East Bengal, Bogra’s main assets were his 
friendly relations with the Americans and the improbability that he 
would challenge the leadership. The Karachi embassy reported that 
Nazimuddin’s dismissal “was planned and accomplished” by Ghulam 
Mohammed, Mirza, and Gen. Mohammed Ayub Khan, the commander 
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of the Pakistani army. Praising Nazimuddin’s ouster as a “God-given” 
act, Ayub told Lahore consul general Raleigh Gibson that “he had 
worked hard to have something along this line accomplished.” 
Washington, where the pro-American Bogra was popular, greeted 
the change positively. An internal State Department memorandum ap- 
plauded the new prime minister as “energetic [and] progressive- 
minded” and predicted an increased likelihood of “a more active and 
determined approach to the solution of internal political and economic 
problems.”’° This view reflected the Karachi embassy’s assessment that 
the move “represents a victory [for] those elements rejecting reac- 
tionary religious influence and desiring strong assertive and more ef- 
fective central government” and a “welcome gain as far as U.S. inter- 
ests are concerned.”'® What the embassy failed to note was that 
Nazimuddin’s dismissal marked an important step toward the demise of 
popular government and the control of the central government by the 
predominantly West Pakistani civil service and military leadership. 


U.S. Arms Aid to Pakistan 


A month later, in May 1953, Dulles visited India and Pakistan as part 
of the first trip to the Middle East and South Asia by a secretary of state. 
Before arriving in New Delhi, stops in Arab capitals had convinced the 
secretary that there was little hope for creating a Middle East Defense 
Organization (MEDO). In India, the talks between Dulles and Prime 
Minister Nehru, which touched on China, the Korean War, and broader 
Cold War issues, confirmed the secretary’s skepticism about the Indian 
leader’s neutralist approach. In dealing with possible U.S. military as- 
sistance to Pakistan—the subject of greatest concern to the Indians— 
Dulles told Nehru with lawyer-like but misleading precision that the 
United States had “no present plans that would bring it into a military 
relationship with Pakistan which could reasonably be looked at as un- 
neutral regarding India.”’’ 

The secretary of state’s next stop was Karachi. Unlike his hosts in 
New Delhi, the Pakistanis were eager to impress the visitor with their 
warm hospitality when his plane touched down on May 23, 1953. Dulles 
was the first of many senior U.S. officials chilled by their reception in 
India and charmed by their welcome in Pakistan. At the Karachi airport, 
the smartly turned-out cavalry honor guard made a great impression. So 
did the fact that the Pakistanis, unlike the Indians, said the things that 
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Dulles wanted to hear about the dangers of communism. Ghulam Mo- 
hammed, Bogra, Zafrullah Khan, and Ayub Khan, in their meetings with 
Dulles, all stressed their allegiance to the anticommunist cause and em- 
phasized Pakistan’s desire to join the free world’s defense team. 

In his typically direct manner, Ayub Khan told Dulles that the United 
States “should not be afraid to openly aid those countries which have 
expressed a willingness, and even desire, to cooperate.’ The handsome 
and well-built soldier, who looked as if he had walked off the set of a 
Hollywood production of Lives of the Bengal Lancers, made an excel- 
lent impression on Americans. A Pathan, Ayub came from a village in 
the Northwest Frontier Province near the Punjab border. He was the 
product of two decades as an officer in the British Indian army and of 
his own modest family background—his father had been a noncom- 
missioned officer. Ayub’s strategic assessment of Pakistan’s situation, 
a copy of which the general gave Dulles, was in the tradition of the 
nineteenth-century “Great Game” between Britain and Russia. The 
threat was the possibility of a massive Soviet invasion through the 
mountain passes of Central Asia aimed at reaching the warm waters of 
the Arabian Sea. The proposed response was an expanded Pakistani 
army properly equipped for the task of blocking the Soviets.'® 

Speaking enthusiastically of the “potential both in manpower and 
bases that is available in Pakistan,’ Ayub declared, Pakistan “under the 
present Government is extremely anxious to cooperate with the United 
States.” To allay U.S. concerns about the impact on India, Ayub as- 
serted, “If Pakistan were strengthened by United States economic and 
military aid, it would result in India dropping its present intransigent at- 
titude [on Kashmir].”’” Although there is no official U.S. record of any 
formal meeting between Ghulam Mohammed and Dulles, the governor- 
general summoned Lt. Col. Stephen J. Meade, a member of the secre- 
tary’s party and a former defense attaché to Pakistan, for a private talk, 
during which Ghulam Mohammed “pledged” that no U.S. military aid 
would ever be used against India. He also asserted that Pakistan would 
be willing to come to India’s aid if it were attacked.” 

The stop in Karachi turned Dulles’s head. Two days later, he cabled 
enthusiastically from Turkey, 


Genuine feeling of friendship encountered in Pakistan exceeded to a marked 
degree that encountered in any country previously visited on this trip. Was 1m- 
pressed with the spirit and appearance of what we saw of [the] armed forces and 
their leaders. Have [a] feeling Pakistan is one country that has [the] moral courage 
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to do its part lin ]resisting communism. . . . Believe Pakistan would be a cooper- 
ative member of any defense scheme that may emerge in the Middle East and that 
we need not await formal defense arrangements as [a] condition to some military 
assistance to Pakistan.”! 


When the secretary returned to Washington, he continued his praise. On 
June 1, 1953, Dulles told the National Security Council (NSC) that 
“Pakistan was a potential strong point for us” and declared that he was 
“tremendously impressed by the martial and religious qualities of the 
Pakistanis.” In contrast, Dulles described India’s Prime Minister Nehru 
as an “utterly impractical statesman.’”” 

That evening, in a nationwide radio and television report about the 
trip, the secretary of state advanced the idea of a northern-tier defense 
arrangement as a substitute for MEDO in bolstering Middle East secu- 
rity. Stating that the Arab nations were absorbed by their disputes with 
Israel, Britain, and France, Dulles said, “There is more concern where 
the Soviet Union is near. In general, the northern tier of nations shows 
awareness of the danger.””° Dulles had given his blessing for the north- 
ern tier after Byroade had discussed the idea during a day’s rest stop 
near Istanbul at the end of the three-week-long trip.** The comments in 
Dulles’s radio and television address amounted to a trial balloon for the 
concept. 

In closed congressional hearings on June 2 and 3, 1953, Dulles was 
euphoric about the Pakistanis. “I believe,” he testified before the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee, “those fellows are going to fight any com- 
munist invasion with their bare fists if they have to.””° In the same vein, 
the secretary told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, “The lancers 
that they have were fellows that had to be 6 feet 2 inches to be qualified 
and they sat there on these great big horses, and were out of this 
world.”*° When the NSC met on July 6, 1953, to consider Middle East 
defense policy, Dulles reiterated his belief that MEDO was impractical 
and urged support for the northern-tier concept.*’ The NSC agreed and 
adopted a revised policy statement (NSC 155/1) on July 14, 1953.*° 

Yet Assistant Secretary Byroade planned no early action on the north- 
ern tier and was content to let matters sit for a while. There were obvi- 
ous problems with the proposed arrangement. Any military aid agree- 
~ ment with Pakistan would cause trouble with India. Iran, where the shah 
had only recently reclaimed power with the help of the Central Intelli- 
gence Agency (CIA), remained unstable. Under the nationalist leader- 
ship of Gamal Abdel Nasser, Egypt was likely to oppose the northern 
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tier vehemently, especially if it included rival Iraq. Nor was it clear how 
much interest Turkey would show in the arrangement. Moreover, as the 
Eisenhower administration’s defense policy was aimed at reducing, not 
increasing, military spending, the Defense Department had shown little 
interest in the northern tier and had undertaken no preliminary planning 
regarding the still-nebulous concept. Byroade believed that the United 
States should support the security group with a modest amount of arms 
aid—in the case of Pakistan, perhaps $20 million.’ 

Dulles’s June 3 speech, nonetheless, was music to Pakistani ears. Al- 
though both Liaquat and Nazimuddin had sought U.S. arms, neither 
had been willing to commit fully to the Western camp in the absence of 
a security guarantee against India. Pakistan’s new rulers had no such 
hesitations about taking sides in the Cold War in return for military and 
economic assistance. Even if Washington remained unwilling to give 
Pakistan a commitment against India, Karachi believed that the ex- 
pected arms aid would substantially bolster the country’s security. 

If Byroade was content to let the northern-tier concept simmer, Ayub 
was not. Along with his mentor, Mirza, the army chief was the prime 
mover behind the quest for U.S. military aid. His professional mission 
was to modernize and expand the Pakistani military. In view of the 
country’s weak finances, U.S. help was the only feasible way to achieve 
this goal. In September 1953, the general took matters into his own 
hands, transforming a routine trip to the United States to inspect army 
facilities into a campaign for a positive decision on the arms issue. One 
day during his visit, Ayub stormed into Byroade’s office in the State 
Department, frustrated by his inability to get a firm answer on arms aid 
from the Americans. “For Christ’s sake,’ Byroade recalled Ayub’s say- 
ing, “I didn’t come here to look at barracks. Our army can be your army 
if you want us. But let’s make a decision.” 

Official Washington, whether Congress, the Pentagon, the CIA, or 
the State Department, liked Ayub. His handsome and imposing physi- 
cal presence and clipped Sandhurst manners conveyed the impression 
that, in signing up Pakistan, the United States would be enlisting the 
successor to the British Indian army in the effort to counter the per- 
ceived threat from the Soviet Union to the Middle East. When Ayub 
called on Dulles on September 30, 1953, the secretary of state assured 
the visitor that he personally supported arms aid for Pakistan regard- 
less of the Indian reaction, but cautioned that the issue had yet to be put 
for decision to President Eisenhower.°' Gen. Walter B. Smith, Dulles’s 
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deputy and Eisenhower’s wartime chief of staff, told the Pakistani 
army commander that even though there was as yet no definitive an- 
swer, the top levels of the U.S. government were “approaching the 
problem with a desire to work out a program of military assistance to 
Pakistan.”>* 

Not content with this positive outlook and despite Byroade’s warn- 
ing against premature publicity,’ Ayub and his colleagues told James 
Callahan, the New York Times correspondent in Karachi, that “formal 
discussions between the United States and Pakistan looking to a mili- 
tary alliance are expected” after an upcoming visit to the United States 
by Ghulam Mohammed.” The purpose of the governor-general’s trip, 
in fact, was to receive medical treatment in Boston for a stroke that had 
impaired his mobility and rendered his speech almost unintelligible. 

Ghulam Mohammed nevertheless traveled to Washington on No- 
vember 12, 1953, to meet with Dulles, Secretary of Defense Charles 
Wilson, and Eisenhower. When Ghulam Mohammed discussed arms 
aid with Eisenhower, he expressed the hope that “the answer would be 
affirmative” but cautioned about “‘an adverse reaction in India.” If the 
United States did decide to give arms aid to Pakistan, the governor- 
general urged, the president should implement the policy “whole- 
heartedly,” since a “half-hearted follow-through would place his coun- 
try in an extremely awkward position.” 

In India, media speculation generated by the New York Times article 
and Ghulam Mohammed’s trip triggered an uproar. Prime Minister 
Nehru warned Washington and Karachi that it wouid be “a matter of 
grave consequence to us. . . if vast armies are built up in Pakistan with 
the aid of American money.”*° He told the chief ministers of India’s 
states that U.S. arms for Pakistan would bring the Cold War to the re- 
gion and have “very far reaching consequences on the whole structure 
of things in South Asia, and especially in India and Pakistan.”*’ Speak- 
ing in Bangalore, the prime minister described the arms proposal in ex- 
treme terms as “a step not only towards war, even world war, but a step 
which will bring war right to our doors.”** 

Taking note of Nehru’s “disagreeable statements,” Eisenhower sent 
Dulles a perceptive note about the problems of dealing with India and 
' Pakistan on November 16, 1953. “Dear Foster,’ the president wrote, 
“This is one area of the world where, even more than most cases, emo- 
tion rather than reason seems to dictate policy. I know you will be 
watchful to see that we do not create antagonism unnecessarily.” In his 
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President Dwight Eisenhower and Secretary of State John Foster Dulles meet with 
Governor-General Ghulam Mohammed ai the White House, November 1953. (Cour- 
tesy of the Dwight D. Eisenhower Library.) 


reply, Dulles commented, also perceptively, that “this. . . is another of 
those situations like Trieste and Israel where emotion rules and where 
it is difficult to help one without making an enemy of the other’””’ 
The tumult in India, which included stormy anti-American demon- 
strations, prompted a query by Washington Post diplomatic correspon- 
dent Chalmers Roberts at Eisenhower’s November 18, 1953, press con- 
ference. The president tried to calm the waters with a typically opaque 
answer: “While the matter was not discussed in detail when the Gover- 
nor General came to see him, the fact is the Administration’s effort 
would be to produce a friendship with that entire subcontinent and not 
with just one group.” A few days later, however, the president grum- 
bled in private to New York Times columnist C. L. Sulzberger. “Pakistan 
wants to help the cause of the United States and the Western powers,” 
Eisenhower said, but India and Afghanistan were objecting. Although 
the Afghans were concerned that the Russians might use U.S. military 
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aid to Pakistan as an excuse to move against them, “Nehru and his 
tribe” were just being “a nuisance.” 

Indeed, India was not the only country upset by the possibility of 
U.S. arms aid to Pakistan. Given the strained relations with Pakistan 
over the disputed frontier and Kabul’s support for “Pushtunistan,” 
Afghanistan was also worried. Ambassador Mohammed Kabir Ludin 
told Secretary Dulles on January 4, 1954, that his country feared that if 
Pakistan received U.S. military assistance, this would make the 
“Afghan position re Pakistan weaker” and might create a “power vac- 
uum” in Afghanistan that a “foreign ideology” [i.e., communism] could 
exploit. “In essence,” the State Department cabled the Kabul embassy, 
“|the] Afghan attitude as explained by Ludin was not one of protesting 
U.S. military aid to Pakistan but of saying in effect: Don’t forget 
Afghanistan.” 

The British, whom the State Department had informed only be- 
latedly of what was being considered, also weighed in negatively. The 
Republican administration, however, was far less concerned than their 
Democratic predecessor had been about British views regarding their 
former Indian empire. After Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden voiced 
London’s doubts when he and Dulles met in Bermuda on December 7, 
1953, the secretary confirmed that the United States “definitely” 
wished to help Pakistan but said that Washington had not yet decided 
what arms it would give. Expressing annoyance at Nehru’s reaction, 
Dulles commented testily that India did not have “the right not only to 
remain neutral herself but to prevent other countries from lining up 
with the West.” 

In early December 1953, Vice President Richard Nixon visited New 
Delhi and Karachi during a seventeen-nation Asia trip. The vice presi- 
dent departed from the Indian capital with an even more negative view 
of the prime minister than had Dulles. In his memoirs, Nixon described 
Nehru as “the least friendly leader” that he had met in Asia.** Like 
Dulles, the vice president gained a highly favorable impression of Pak- 
istan. In Nixon’s talks in Karachi, which focused on the arms issue, 
Ghulam Mohammed told the visitor, “Were the U.S. not to grant aid 
now, especially in view of all the publicity, it would be like taking a 
poor girl for a walk and then walking out on her, leaving her only with 
a bad name.” The governor-general downplayed the potential for trou- 
ble with India if Washington gave arms to Pakistan, predicting that the 
difficulties would “blow over in three or four months.” 
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The Karachi embassy report on Nixon’s discussions posed the policy 
judgment that the U.S. government needed to make: “Are [the] advan- 
tages of Pakistan’s contribution to Middle East defense as [an] active 
participating free world partner outweighed by the adverse reaction in 
India?” Not surprisingly, the new U.S. ambassador to Pakistan, Horace 
Hildreth, answered the question affirmatively.*° A genial former gover- 
nor of Maine and a Republican political appointee, Hildreth had 
quickly become a strong supporter of arms assistance to Pakistan. 

If anything, the vice president was even more in favor of providing 
military equipment to the Pakistanis. After returning to Washington, he 
spoke out forcefully on December 24, 1953, in briefing the NSC about 
his Asia trip. “Pakistan,” Nixon declared, “is a country I would like to 
do everything for. The people have less complexes than the Indi- 
ans. . . . It will be disastrous if the Pakistan aid does not go through. 
This may force out the Prime Minister [of Pakistan], but it isn’t going 
to force the people toward Communism.”*” 

President Eisenhower formally took up the issue on January 4, 1954, 
in a meeting with Secretary Dulles, Secretary of Defense Wilson, and 
Foreign Operations Administrator Harold Stassen. According to 
Dulles’s account, the president “agreed in principle to our proceeding 
with military aid to Pakistan, subject, however, to our capacity to pre- 
sent this in a reasonable way, which would allay apprehensions of rea- 
sonable people that we were trying to help Pakistan against India’’* 
Ten days later, on January 14, 1954, when Dulles received the final go- 
ahead from Eisenhower, the president again focused on India. He di- 
rected that “every possible public and private means at our disposal be 
used to ease the effects of our action on India.” During the meeting, 
Dulles spoke less about what the United States would gain from giving 
Pakistan military assistance than about what it would lose by failing to 
proceed in the face of Nehru’s strident public criticism.” 

With little apparent consideration about Pakistan’s specific role in 
the defense of the Middle East, Eisenhower thus gave his blessing to a 
policy decision that would shape U.S. relations with India and Pakistan 
for the next three and a half decades. Essentially, the administration 
concluded, as Dana Adams Schmidt wrote in the February 14, 1954, 
New York Times, “that the importance of bringing in Pakistan on the de- 
fense of the Middle East is greater than the importance of preserving 
pleasant relations with Mr. Nehru.” In late January 1953, Dulles in- 
formed Eden when they met in Berlin that India’s attitude had made it 
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impossible for the United States to back down. “If the Indians had used 
the diplomatic channel for their representations and made less noise,” 
the secretary said, “reconsideration would have been possible. Now 
that they had held public meetings, etc., the United States could not 
give way” on military aid to Pakistan.” 

What explained the failure of the Eisenhower administration to ex- 
amine more systematically whether and how Pakistan, in fact, would 
be able to bolster Middle East defense? In part, the reason was that 
the northern-tier concept remained vague and was more political- 
psychological than military in character.’” In part, it was Dulles’s own 
vision of Middle East defense, which appeared to be a mid-twentieth- 
century update of British imperial strategy. For over a century, London 
had relied on the British Indian army, backed by the might of the 
British Empire, to provide the bulwark against the threat perceived 
from Russia. Similarly, Dulles seemed to think that the Pakistani army 
(along with the military of North Atlantic Treaty Organization ally 
Turkey), backed by the might of the United States, would be able to 
serve as the bulwark against the Soviet threat.’ Another factor ex- 
plaining the lack of a more rigorous policy review was bureaucratic. 
The northern-tier concept was promoted mainly by Dulles and By- 
roade, with scant Defense Department involvement. With the Eisen- 
hower administration seeking to reduce military spending, the Penta- 
gon was not looking for new tasks and missions and showed little 
enthusiasm about the idea of providing arms to Pakistan. 

The United States was not seeking to build up Pakistan as a balance 
against India in South Asia, as many Indians have alleged, even though 
some Republican conservatives favored this approach. Richard Nixon, 
for instance, viewed military aid to Pakistan as a way to marginalize 
Nehru. According to Byroade, though, Nixon did not play a significant 
role in-the decision to arm Pakistan. The decision, he insisted, was in- 
spired by the desire to enhance the defense of the Middle East, not to 
balance off India. Byroade did not believe that the small amount of 
arms aid being contemplated—perhaps $20—30 million—would upset 
the South Asia power balance or enable Pakistan to become a credible 
military threat to India.™* 

After the January 14, 1953, green light from Eisenhower, events 
moved rapidly. With encouragement from Washington, Pakistan and 
Turkey negotiated a bilateral treaty for military, economic, and cultural 
cooperation, a relatively bland affair that was announced on February 19, 
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1954. This first step toward the broader northern-tier arrangement pro- 
vided the supposed rationale for Pakistan to seek arms from the United 
States. On February 22, 1954, Karachi submitted a formal request for 
U.S. military help without specifying the nature or amount of assistance. 
Two days later, Eisenhower responded positively and George Allen, the 
U.S. ambassador to India, delivered a letter of explanation to Nehru. On 
February 25, 1954, the administration released the text of this letter and 
an accompanying policy statement. In this, Eisenhower pledged that “‘if 
our aid to any country, including Pakistan, is misused and directed 
against another in aggression, I will undertake immediately, in accor- 
dance with my constitutional authority, appropriate action both within 
and without the United Nations to thwart such aggression.” Neither the 
letter nor the policy statement, however, calmed India’s furious response 
to the U.S. decision to arm Pakistan. 

On the whole, political circles and the media in the United States re- 
sponded positively. Leading the way, the New York Times called arms 
aid to Pakistan “realistic, rational and feasible.””° Still, some influential 
papers, including the Washington Post and the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 
opposed the move along with a small number of liberal Democrats, 
most prominently former ambassador to India Chester Bowles, Repre- 
sentative Emanuel Celler (D-N.Y.), and Senator J. William Fulbright 
(D-Ark.). These opponents stressed that it was unwise to upset larger 
and more important India by giving arms to Pakistan. 

In Karachi, Prime Minister Bogra exuberantly welcomed the decision, 
declaring, “Pakistan today enters what promises to be a glorious chapter 
in its history. . . . United States military aid will enable Pakistan to 
achieve adequate defensive strength without the country having to as- 
sume an otherwise increasing burden on its economy.”’’ The prime min- 
ister went on to pledge that the aid would not be used in “any act of ag- 
gression against any nation” and to deny that Pakistan had either offered 
or the United States requested any bases or other military facilities.°® 

Ayub and others in the ruling group regarded the U.S. action as a 
tremendous boost for Pakistan’s security. The move was generally wel- 
comed in political circles, although leftists in East Bengal and intellec- 
tuals from both eastern and western wings were unhappy about the 
abandonment of an independent foreign policy. By aligning itself with 
the West, Pakistan soon earned an outpouring of brickbats from the 
Soviet Union, China, and neutralist countries such as Egypt, not to 
speak of the barrage of emotionally charged criticism from India. For 
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Pakistan’s rulers, this was an affordable price for signing up with the 
United States. Previously, the country felt psychologically isolated and 
militarily threatened by its stronger neighbor. Even if Pakistan had not 
obtained a security guarantee, it had acquired a military-assistance re- 
lationship with the most powerful country and leader of the free world. 


Kashmir: Dim Prospects for Settlement 


When the Eisenhower administration settled into office in the early 
months of 1953, the Kashmir dispute between India and Pakistan was 
not forgotten. Secretary Dulles agreed with the recommendation from 
Byroade and Assistant Secretary of State for UN Affairs John Hicker- 
son to seek Eisenhower’s approval for a fresh effort toward a settle- 
ment, this time outside the UN framework. The plan was to send a high- 
level emissary, Paul Hoffman, the respected president of the Ford 
Foundation and the former administrator of the Marshall Plan, quietly 
to South Asia to urge the two countries to start bilateral talks. More- 
over, Dulles agreed that solving the dispute through a division or parti- 
tion of Kashmir seemed a more promising approach than continuing to 
urge a plebiscite. Dividing the state “is the only solution that seems to 
have practical possibilities,” the secretary’s March 24, 1953, memoran- 
dum to the president stated.’ In approving the Hoffman mission, 
Eisenhower expressed his personal concern about Kashmir. “Our world 
simply cannot afford an outbreak of hostilities between these two coun- 
tries,” he wrote on Dulles’s memo, “and I would risk a great deal to pre- 
vent such an eventuality.” 

When Hoffman traveled to South Asia in April 1953, he had positive 
meetings with Nehru and Bogra, who both accepted the idea of India- 
Pakistan bilateral talks on Kashmir. The Pakistani prime minister, who 
had been in office less than two weeks, impressed Hoffman as someone 
who “can be counted upon to negotiate in good faith, to go more than 
half way, in fact, in trying to work out a settlement.’ After returning to 
the United States, Hoffman wrote Dulles that the two prime ministers 
were going to persist in bilateral negotiations until they reached a set- 
tlement.°! This was, unfortunately, an overly optimistic assessment. 

A month later, the secretary of state raised the Kashmir issue in New 
Delhi during his May 1953 trip to the region. Not surprisingly, Nehru 
readily agreed with Dulles that partition might be a better way to solve 
the problem than a plebiscite. The Indian leader suggested that the 
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cease-fire line, with minor modifications, would provide a reasonable 
basis for dividing the state.°* This has remained the unofficial Indian 
position ever since. 

In Karachi, when Dulles took up the Kashmir question, he encoun- 
tered strong opposition to the idea of dropping the plebiscite and parti- 
tioning the state as a way to settle the dispute. “We have no right to 
make a settlement not acceptable to the Kashmiri people,” Bogra as- 
serted. Recalling the troubled plebiscites in Europe after World War I, 
Dulles countered, “Reliance on the will of the people [is] a noble prin- 
ciple but. . . it [is] sometimes difficult te carry out. . . in an atmo- 
sphere of mistrust with opportunities to whip up violent emotions on 
both sides.”°* Foreign Minister Zafrullah Khan, who also opposed 
abandoning the plebiscite, offered no alternative ideas, but predicted — 
only too accurately—that until Kashmir was settled, “there [would] be 
no peace in this part of the world.’ 

In the face of Pakistan’s opposition, Dulles did not press the pro- 
posal to drop the plebiscite and partition the state. Nor did the State De- 
partment pursue the Kashmir issue with much vigor after the secretary 
returned to Washington. For example, no senior-level follow-up to Paul 
Hoffman’s mission was sent when India-Pakistan bilateral discussions 
began in Karachi in July 1953. 

The initial round of talks had a positive tone, but produced nothing 
tangible. Before the next round took place, the ouster of Sheikh Abdul- 
lah as the head of the Kashmir state government badly muddied the wa- 
ters. After Abdullah had begun talking publicly about independence, he 
was deposed and arrested by his deputy, Bakshi Ghulam Mohammed. 
In spite of the fact that this triggered major protests in Pakistan, Bogra 
proceeded to Delhi for a second round of talks. Surprisingly, he and 
Nehru agreed to name a new Kashmir plebiscite administrator by April 
1954—a step the Indians had previously resisted. 

Progress was short-lived, however. India refused to have an Ameri- 
can succeed Adm. Chester Nimitz as plebiscite administrator, some- 
thing the Pakistanis wanted. Nehru was also angered when Pakistan was 
the only member of the British Commonwealth to oppose Indian par- 
ticipation in the UN political conference on Korea. New Delhi was fur- 
ther upset when the Pakistani press, contrary to the agreement reached 
during the Bogra-Nehru talks, resumed strident attacks on India. The 
final derailment came with the U.S. decision to provide arms to Pak- 
istan. After Nehru warned that this step would affect the Kashmir issue, 
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Bogra countered that Pakistan’s enhanced military strength would im- 
prove, not set back, the prospects for a settlement.® But the Indian 
prime minister was as good as his word. Following the announcement 
of the arms accord, the Indian position on Kashmir hardened. The bi- 
lateral talks collapsed. New Delhi soon ruled out a plebiscite, asserting 
that the election of a constituent assembly in Kashmir in 1953 had 
served this purpose and further balloting was unnecessary. 


Political, Arms Aid, and Economic Woes 


Despite the Karachi embassy’s upbeat appraisal of the impact of the 
governmental changeover in April 1953 that had seen the ouster of 
Nazimuddin and the appointment of Bogra as prime minister, Pakistan 
continued to wobble politically. A year later, in March 1954, provincial 
elections in East Bengal decimated the Muslim League, which won 
only 10 assembly seats to the victorious opposition United Front’s 223. 
Although the United Front opposed the military aid accord with the 
United States, foreign policy was not a major issue in the elections. Vot- 
ing turned on massive Bengali dissatisfaction over the East’s treatment 
by the West Pakistan-dominated central government and the weak per- 
formance of the ruling Muslim League. The United Front, an unstable 
coalition of several parties, held power for less than three months. After 
riots at East Bengal’s largest jute mill took 400 lives and the province’s 
chief minister, Fazlul Hug, told the New York Times that “indepen- 
dence” was “one of the first things to be taken up by my ministry,”®° the 
central government dismissed the provincial government and imposed 
direct rule. Defense Secretary Mirza, who had gained a reputation as 
one of Pakistan’s most effective administrators, was appointed gover- 
nor of East Bengal and charged with restoring order. He promptly ar- 
rested numerous alleged communists and other left-wingers whom he 
blamed for the troubles. After several months, the United Front split 
and a new provincial government took office in Dacca. Meanwhile, in 
Karachi, the election defeat in East Bengal badly weakened the position 
of the Muslim League in the Constituent Assembly. 

The U.S.-Pakistan arms relationship also got off to a rocky start. The 
Pakistani leadership and Ambassador Hildreth were stunned when a 
military survey team led by Brig. Gen. Harry F. Meyers arrived in 
Karachi in late March to advise that Washington was considering a one- 
time arms package of just $29.5 million. A perplexed Hildreth cabled 
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that he assumed a “continuing defense build-up of Pakistan was an in- 
tegral part’ of the northern-tier defense concept and was “consequently 
astonished [to] find [the] survey team thinking of [a] one-shot opera- 
fion””’ Ip a calming reply, the State Department said that long-term 
funding would be available, but cautioned that working out the details 
of the arms program would take time. 

A classified letter that Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Jack 
Jernegan sent Hildreth on April 22, 1954, shed light on the problem. In 
spite of Eisenhower’s approval of the military aid, the Pentagon bu- 
reaucracy was dragging its feet, Jernegan advised, and the survey 
team’s instructions to propose a $29.5 million program reflected this at- 
titude. But Jernegan expressed confidence that “we will be able to fol- 
low through with the Pakistan program in a manner which will con- 
vince even the doubters that the United States supports its friends’ 
Dulles had pushed through the arms aid accord without significant 
input from the Defense Department. Charged with its implementation, 
an unenthusiastic Pentagon was trying to get by with a modest program. 

The bureaucratic wheels, nonetheless, continued to turn. On May 19, 
1954, Pakistan and the United States signed a mutual defense assis- 
tance agreement. This accord provided the legal basis for military aid 
and was the first formal bilateral security connection between the two 
countries. Still, no agreement on the nature or scope of military assis- 
tance had been reached when Brig. Gen. William T. Sexton arrived in 
the summer of 1954 to head the newly established U.S. Military Advi- 
sory Group. After Sexton was unable to promise more than $30 million 
in aid, the Pakistanis quickly and loudly began to voice their dissatis- 
faction. As Professor Robert McMahon descriptively put it, “A gaping 
chasm existed between the free-flowing dollars that Pakistani military 
officers and bureaucrats conjured up as their just reward for open align- 
ment with the West and the modest dollar figures contemplated by 
Washington planners.””” 

In the United States in August 1954, Syed Amjad Ali, Pakistan’s new 
and affable ambassador to Washington, who had previously dealt with 
economic matters at the UN and had helped orchestrate the successful 
approval of emergency wheat aid, told Jernegan that a “dejected” and 
“broken hearted” Ayub had said that “if Pakistan was to get no more 
than Sexton indicated in the nature of military assistance, it would be 
better for Pakistan not to be involved in a defense arrangement with 
the United States.”’’ At about the same time, Pakistan’s acting foreign 
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secretary, Agha Hilaly, warned U.S. embassy officials in Karachi that 
“af [the] military aid program became known as [a] mere token, . . . 
disillusionment within Pakistan would threaten [the] present govern- 
ment which had staked [its] future on this bold decisive step.’ 

Two months earlier, in June 1954, Zafrullah Khan had traveled once 
more to Washington with his “beggar’s bowl” to seek additional eco- 
nomic help. Pakistan, he explained to Stassen, was suffering from a 
steep decline in the prices of its main exports, jute and cotton, which 
accounted for roughly two-thirds of its foreign exchange earnings, and 
desperately needed $100 million in additional help.” To assess the sit- 
uation, the Eisenhower administration dispatched a special study mis- 
sion led by business executive H. J. Heinz II. Its sober report confirmed 
that America’s new friend was in terrible economic shape and would re- 
quire substantial and sustained financial assistance to achieve mean- 
ingful growth.” 

Uncertainty over U.S. military and economic assistance continued 
until the fall of 1954, when a high-powered Pakistani team that in- 
cluded Bogra, Ayub, and Chaudhri Mohammed Ali traveled to Wash- 
ington. In a meeting with Dulles, Bogra complained that if Pakistan 
were to receive only $30 million in aid for the “responsibilities” it was 
assuming in the Middle East and Southeast Asia, he would be “de- 
rided.” The secretary of state countered tartly that he “thought Pakistan 
had undertaken its anti-communist stand because it was right, not just 
to make itself eligible for certain sums of dollar aid.” 

In spite of the private discord about aid levels, the British embassy 
reported that Washington greeted the Pakistanis as staunch allies. Ac- 
cording to the embassy, Bogra, who met with business executives in 
New York, received an honorary degree from Columbia University, and 
hunted elk in Wyoming, received “a welcome far greater and more sin- 
cere than is normally given a foreign Premier.” In turn, the Pakistani 
prime minister “lost no opportunity” to express “the admiration of his 
countrymen and himself for all things American.””° 

By the time Bogra met Eisenhower, Pakistani anxieties had been 
eased. The U.S. administration had put together a more generous and 
comprehensive aid package for America’s new protégé. Washington de- 
cided to increase economic help to $105.9 million for the current fiscal 
year ($75.6 million in commodity assistance, $5.3 million in technical 
assistance, and $25 million in defense support that could be used for 
economic development purposes). U.S. officials also presented the 
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President Eisenhower greets Prime Minister Mohammed Ali Bogra at the White House, 
October 1954. (Courtesy of the Dwight D. Eisenhower Library.) 


visitors a secret aide-mémoire that boosted the level of military aid to 
$50 million for the coming fiscal year and established specific program 
goals. The aide-mémoire committed the United States to equip 4 army 
infantry and 1.5 armored divisions, to provide modern aircraft for 6 air 
force squadrons, and to supply 12 vessels for the navy. The estimated 
cost of this program was $171 million.” 

At the same time that Washington was facing up to Pakistan’s 
healthy appetite for assistance, it was deciding how to respond to a re- 
quest for military aid by Afghanistan. When that country’s foreign min- 
ister, Prince Naim, met Dulles in October 1954, the Afghan stressed his 
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country’s desire for U.S. arms, expressed deep anxiety about Soviet in- 
tentions, and voiced an interest in joining the northern-tier security 
arrangement. The secretary of state responded negatively, reflecting 
State Department views that it was not wise for Kabul to join the incip- 
ient defense group or to receive U.S. military assistance.’* In December 
1954, Dulles handed Ambassador Ludin an aide-mémoire elaborating 
this position. The U.S. government; the document explained, believed 
that American military help “would create problems” for Afghanistan 
“which would not be offset by the strength such aid might create.”” 

U.S. archival evidence suggests that in turning the Afghans down, 
Washington was concerned primarily with the possible Soviet reaction 
rather than with the Pakistani response. Assistant Secretary Byroade 
told Ludin that “a U.S.-Afghan military aid program might provoke a 
very strong Soviet reaction. The consequences might be very serious 
for Afghanistan, and the interests of neither of our countries would be 
served thereby.’ Byroade also stressed that the United States had ex- 
tremely limited military aid funds and “could not embark on a large 
program for Afghanistan?”*° 

The Afghans, of course, did not give up their quest for arms and, a 
year after the turndown by the Americans, accepted military assistance 
from the Soviets. By deciding not to aid Kabul, Washington thus inad- 
vertently opened the door for Moscow to establish a military aid rela- 
tionship with Kabul. For two decades, Soviet influence in the Afghan 
military establishment grew, culminating in the seizure of power by the 
communists in 1978. With the benefit of hindsight, a more positive re- 
sponse to the Afghan arms request in 1954 would have served U.S. na- 
tional interests and conceivably might have averted the catastrophe that 
engulfed Afghanistan in the 1980s and 1990s. 


The Most Allied Ally in Asia: SEATO and the Baghdad Pact 


Karachi’s alignment with the United States quickly manifested itself on 
the international scene, where Pakistani diplomats became vocal sup- 
porters of the Western cause. In Colombo, Ceylon, during the April 
1954 meeting of the countries of South Asia, Burma, and Indonesia, the 
Pakistanis joined the Ceylonese in pressing successfully for the gather- 
ing to criticize communist imperialism as well as Western colonialism. 
“We can rid ourselves of colonialism,” Prime Minister Bogra declared, 
“but any country that is overrun by communism may be lost forever.”®! 
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A year later, in April 1955, during the Afro-Asian summit in Bandung, 
Indonesia, Bogra again insisted that Western imperialism should not be 
singled out for criticism. 

Interestingly, at Bandung, Bogra pointedly distinguished between 
the policies of the Soviet Union and those of China. Although the Pak- 
istani leader called the Russians “imperialists,” he urged that the con- 
ferees not apply this label to the Chinese. When Bogra met Premier 
Zhou Enlai, the Pakistani explained that his country wanted good rela- 
tions with Beijing, notwithstanding the security arrangement with the 
United States. Following the talks, the Chinese leader commented, ““We 
achieved a mutual understanding although we are still against military 
treaties.”** At a time of friendly relations between India and China, Pak- 
istani diplomacy thus sought to limit the damage that joining the West- 
ern camp would cause in the relations with its giant northern neighbor. 

Although Washington’s fear of Soviet expansion into the Middle 
East had spurred military aid for Pakistan, the first regional anticom- 
munist alliance that Karachi joined was the Southeast Asia Treaty Or- 
ganization (SEATO). The origins of SEATO lay in the desire of Secre- 
tary Dulles and the British to establish some sort of defense system to 
bolster Southeast Asia against further communist inroads after the de- 
feat of the French in Indochina.*° 

When the idea of Pakistan’s joining SEATO arose, the State Depart- 
ment initially expressed skepticism.** After Amjad Ali advised that he 
was urging Karachi to become a member of the proposed pact, Deputy As- 
sistant Secretary of State Jernegan questioned the wisdom of this deci- 
sion, since no other South Asian states were likely to join.*° Shortly before 
the preparatory conference for the pact at Manila, the British took the ini- 
tiative to invite South Asian countries to attend. When only the Pakistanis 
accepted, Secretary Dulles reluctantly agreed to their participation.*° 

Pakistan’s key aim at Manila was to have the SEATO shield include 
aggression from all quarters, not just from communist states.®’ Despite 
Zatrullah Khan’s best efforts, Dulles refused to agree and even added 
an explicit reservation to the treaty to make clear that SEATO would 
deal only with communist aggression.*® The secretary later told the 
British that he had no interest in embroiling the new alliance in India- 
Pakistan disputes.*” 

Although Zafrullah Khan was supposed to seek further instructions 
if he failed to get satisfaction on Pakistan’s desire that SEATO protect 
it against attack by India, he proceeded to initial the draft treaty without 
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consulting Karachi. After his deputy, Hilaly, argued against this step, 
Zatrullah Khan cabled that he was acting on his own and offered to re- 
sign if the government disavowed him.” 

When the foreign minister returned home, General Ayub, the army 
chief who by this time had also become defense minister, did not see 
how SEATO would help Pakistan. Zafrullah argued that even if the 
treaty did not give Pakistan security against an attack by India, the 
country would be better off with the Americans if it joined SEATO. 
The fact that the foreign minister had initialed the draft treaty made it 
difficult, in any case, for Pakistan not to accede without appearing to 
back away from its pro-U.S. policy. In the end, in January 1955, the 
cabinet formally ratified Pakistan’s membership in SEATO. 

The seven-country pact was a strange affair. For one thing, only two 
non-white Southeast Asian countries—the Philippines and Thailand— 
became members. Its value was largely symbolic and political. SEATO 
signaled the intent of the signatories to oppose with force further com- 
munist incursions in the region, but did not commit them to do so. In 
contrast to the North Atlantic Treaty, the SEATO document provided no 
automatic military commitment. Indeed, this fact helped the SEATO 
treaty sail through the U.S. Senate on February 1, 1955, with only a sin- 
gle negative vote. 

SEATO was not without critics, however, including Walter Lipp- 
mann, America’s most influential foreign affairs columnist. When he 
encountered Dulles at a Washington dinner party shortly after the 
Manila conference, Lippmann quizzed the secretary about the benefits 
of the new alliance. 


“Look Walter,” Dulles replied, “I’ve got to get some real fighting men into the 
south of Asia. The only Asians who can really fight are the Pakistanis. That’s why 
we need them in the Alliance. We could never get along without the Gurkas [sic].” 

“But Foster,’ Lippmann countered, “the Gurkas aren’t Pakistanis, they’re 
Indians.” [In fact, the Gurkhas are from Nepal and serve in both the British and 
Indian armies. | 

“Well,” responded Dulles, unperturbed by such details, “they may not be 
Pakistanis but they’re Moslems.” 

“No, I’m afraid they’re not Moslems, either; they’re Hindus,” Lippmann stated. 

“No matter,’ the secretary of state retorted and proceeded to lecture Lippmann 
for half an hour on the virtues of SEATO in stemming communism in Asia.” 


The northern-tier defense arrangement, which had prompted U.S. in- 
terest in providing military aid to Pakistan, became more tangible on 
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February 24, 1955, after Iraq and Turkey initialed a defense pact in 
Baghdad. Working closely with the British, the pro-Western Iraqi 
regime of Nuri Said took the initiative in pressing for the agreement, a 
step that made Washington uneasy because of the bitter rivalry within 
the Arab world between the Iraqi leader and Egypt’s Nasser. Britain de- 
cided to join as a way to maintain air bases in Iraq; the new pact pro- 
vided a replacement for the unpopular Anglo-Iraqi Treaty of 1930. For- 
eign Secretary Eden stated frankly in his memoirs, “Our purpose [in 
joining the pact] was very simple. I think by so doing we have strength- 
ened our influence and our voice throughout the Middle East.”?” 

The United States decided not to become a full member of the Bagh- 
dad Pact and opted for observer status. Two factors prompted Wash- 
ington’s action to pull back from the northern-tier security group that 
Dulles had originally advanced on his return from the Middle East in 
May 1953. The first was the worry that becoming a full pact member 
would worsen U.S. relations with nationalist and neutralist Egypt, 
which vociferously opposed the Baghdad Pact as a new form of impe- 
rialism. The second concern was that the alliance might take on an anti- 
Israel coloration and run afoul of potent U.S. domestic political support 
for Israel.”° 

The Pakistanis, especially Ayub Khan, wondered if it made sense to 
join the pact after the Americans decided to stay out. Turkish prime 
minister Adnan Menderes and Nuri Said, however, convinced the re- 
luctant Pakistani general that the pact would entail no new obligations 
for his country. Nevertheless, the government in Karachi still delayed 
taking the final step. When Moscow vaulted over the northern tier by 
sending arms to Egypt via Czechoslovakia, the United States renewed 
its support for the pact. After the Americans urged Pakistan to complete 
the accession process, the cabinet formally approved membership on 
September 25, 1955. Karachi hedged the step, however, by stating that 
the action implied no commitment that would detract from Pakistan’s 
defense capabilities or involve the country in a military engagement re- 
lating to Turkey’s membership in NATO.” 

In October 1955, Iran became the fourth regional country to join the 
Baghdad Pact, its membership geographically completing the northern 
tier. The United States indicated that it would establish close political 
and military liaison with the pact, but reaffirmed its decision not to be- 
come a full member.”° The first meeting of the alliance took place in 
Baghdad on November 20, 1955. The regional members sent their 
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prime ministers and Britain its foreign secretary, Harold Macmillan. 
The United States, participating as an observer, was represented by 
Ambassador to Iraq Waldemar Gallman. Throughout the twenty-four- 
year life of the Baghdad Pact and its successor, the Central Treaty 
Organization (CENTO), America maintained this detached posture: it 
worked actively in the organization and various committees and served 
as the pact’s major element, without ever formally joining the alliance. 

In the end, neither the Baghdad Pact nor SEATO amounted to much 
militarily. Specific pact forces never were designated nor were unified 
command structures created. Nonetheless, becoming a member of the 
two security organizations had important consequences for Pakistan. 
Joining the Baghdad Pact and SEATO gave Karachi a strengthened 
claim on U.S. resources and, in turn, the United States acquired an even 
larger stake in Pakistan’s well-being. As Ayub put it in his autobiogra- 
phy, Friends Not Masters, Pakistan had become America’s “most allied 
ally in Asia.””° 

Another benefit to Pakistan was the regular contact and interaction 
between Pakistani civilian and military officials and their counterparts 
from the other pact members and the United States. Both SEATO and 
the Baghdad Pact developed elaborate committee structures and held 
numerous meetings and conferences. The most significant of these 
were high-level annual gatherings attended by foreign ministers, de- 
fense ministers, military chiefs of staff, and other senior officials. 

On the negative side, membership in SEATO and the Baghdad Pact 
earned Pakistan the special ire of the Soviet Union and a further bar- 
rage of brickbats from India. What hurt more psychologically was the 
stinging criticism that Pakistan received from Egypt and other Arab 
states, who favored a neutralist stance and were opposed to anything 
that smacked of a revival of Western imperialism. 


More Political Turmoil in Pakistan 


Meanwhile, against the background of these major Pakistani incursions 
into the world of Cold War diplomacy, political instability at home con- 
tinued without letup. On October 21, 1954, as Prime Minister Bogra 
was winding up his trip to the United States and getting ready to travel 
to Canada, Governor-General Ghulam Mohammed ordered him to re- 
turn immediately to Karachi. The governor-general was furious at 
Bogra, who, a month earlier, had cooperated in a maneuver by ex-prime 
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minister Khwaja Nazimuddin and disgruntled Muslim League mem- 
bers of the Constituent Assembly to cut Ghulam Mohammed down to 
size by approving a substantial reduction in his powers. 

Not willing to accept defeat, the governor-general struck back, ap- 
parently taking only Defense Secretary Mirza into his confidence to en- 
sure the support of the Pakistani military. When Bogra arrived in 
Karachi, he was driven to Ghulam Mohammed’s residence, where the 
angry governor-general, who was sick in bed, muttered that he was 
going to fire the prime minister, to proclaim a national emergency, and 
to suspend the Constituent Assembly. 

Accepting the advice of Mirza “not to disturb foreign and especially 
American opinion more than could be avoided,””’ he finally agreed to 
allow Bogra to remain in office. The prime minister then tamely fol- 
lowed orders to dismiss the assembly and reconstitute the cabinet. 
Chaudhri Mohammed Ali continued as finance minister, Mirza was 
named home minister (in charge of internal security), and Ayub, in an 
unusual move that was one of the first public signals of the political 
clout of the army, became the defense minister while also remaining as 
the army commander. The political crisis caused Mirza to miss the mar- 
riage of his son in Cumberland, Maine; the bride was the daughter of 
Ambassador Hildreth. 

The publicly stated reason for Ghulam Mohammed’s action—this 
time without any constitutional basis, since the Constituent Assembly 
itself was the source of popular sovereignty in Pakistan—was that the 
body had become unrepresentative of public sentiments after the rout 
of the Muslim League in the March 1954 East Bengal elections. The 
governor-general’s real purpose was to reassert his own power and that 
of the civil service-military leadership over the politicians. Time maga- 
zine summed up events in its usual snappy fashion, but four years pre- 
maturely: “Bloodlessly, Pakistan changed from an unstable pro-Western 
democracy to a more stable pro-Western military dictatorship.””® 

Shaken by its ally’s continuing political instability, the State Depart- 
ment took solace that the crisis “did not seem likely to bring about a 
change in Pakistan’s policy of cooperation with the U.S.””’ Despite the 
fact that Pakistan had become a virtual client state, desperately depen- 
dent on Washington’s economic and military largesse, the United States 
tried, at the official level, to steer clear of the troubles that wracked the 
political scene. Thus in March 1955, the State Department turned Hil- 
dreth down when he sought permission to speak frankly with Mirza 
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about the country’s domestic woes. The State Department doubted that 
U.S. advice “could contribute significantly to [an] improvement [in 
the] fundamentals [of the] situation”’ However, it did authorize the 
envoy to tell Mirza that “U.S. and world opinion would react favorably 
to developments pointing toward return [to a] democratic constitutional 
structure?! 

Unofficially, however, Washington was less hesitant about passing 
on advice. The CIA arranged for a well-known political scientist, 
Dr. Charles Burton Marshall, to spend two years in Pakistan as a “con- 
stitutional adviser.” In addition to providing help to the Pakistanis in 
drafting their constitution, Marshall’s mission was to “try by precept 
and example to help Pakistani leaders settle down and establish a 
smoother government.” Marshall had easy access to the top leadership, 
which was aware that the CIA, not the Dearborn Foundation, a cover 
organization for which he ostensibly worked, was his true employer.'”! 

As the governor-general’s health deteriorated during 1955, Mirza 
emerged as Pakistan’s most powerful figure. When Ghulam Mo- 
hammed began to show signs of mental instability in August 1955, 
Mirza became acting governor-general. He formally assumed that office 
after Ghulam Mohammed resigned for health reasons two months later. 
The new governor-general impressed people with his quick intelligence 
and decisiveness: Mirza’s relative by marriage, Ambassador Hildreth, 
thought of him as a “selfless patriot.” But his reputation for intrigue 
made other Americans less charitable in their appraisal. Marshall, for 
one, regarded Mirza as a “buccaneer.” Outspokenly pro-Western, the 
new governor-general strongly supported the alliance with the United 
States. At the same time, he held his own country’s politicians in con- 
tempt and made no effort to hide his belief that Pakistan would be bet- 
ter off under authoritarian rule.'°? 

Despite its political instability, the Pakistani government pressed 
ahead with a series of major domestic measures. The four western 
provinces were combined into a single administrative entity called West 
Pakistan, designed to counterbalance more populous East Bengal, 
which was renamed East Pakistan. The provincial assemblies elected 
members of a new Constituent Assembly in which the Muslim League, 
reflecting its collapse in the east, held a minority of twenty-five of the 
eighty seats. The Awami (People’s) League, led by Husein Shaheed 
Suhrawardy, and the United Front shared the seats elected from East 
Pakistan. Chief minister of Bengal in 1946-47, Suhrawardy was a 
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small, pudgy man with a lively mind and parliamentary skills rare in 
Pakistan. He looked rather like a Bengali version of Fiorello La- 
Guardia, New York City’s flamboyant mayor of the 1930s and 1940s, 
or like modern-day Hollywood movie star Danny DeVito. 
Suhrawardy’s ambition to become Pakistan’s prime minister was 
frustrated by Mirza, who disliked and distrusted the Bengali politician. 
Mirza instead named Chaudhri Mohammed Ali to fill the post in Sep- 
tember 1955. Although an outstanding civil servant and an effective fi- 
nance minister, Chaudhri Mohammed Ali had neither the stomach nor 
the skill for political intrigue needed to be an effective prime minister. 
He succeeded, nonetheless, in gaining approval for a constitution. Eight 
and a half years after the country’s founding, on March 23, 1956, the Is- 
lamic Republic of Pakistan came into being with Mirza as its president. 


More Trouble with Afghanistan 


In 1955, Pakistan’s relations with Afghanistan deteriorated badly after 
the Kabul government vehemently opposed the decision to integrate 
the Northwest Frontier Province, where the Pathan ethnic group dom- 
inated, into the new province of West Pakistan. In March 1955, Afghan 
mobs, presumably instigated by the regime, sacked the Pakistani em- 
bassy in Kabul and attacked consulates in Kandahar and Jalalabad. 
Karachi’s response—a retaliatory attack on the Afghan consulate in 
Peshawar and a threat to shut the borders—gave rise to anxiety in 
Washington. 

Closing the frontier “would result very shortly in near strangulation 
[of] Afghan economic life,’ an anxious State Department cabled the 
U.S. embassy in Karachi, and would cause “the Afghans [to] turn in- 
evitably to [the] Soviets.” The State Department feared that the Soviets 
“may be eager for [an] opportunity [to] end Afghanistan’s historical 
buffer status.”’°> When Pakistan nonetheless embargoed Afghan goods, 
Secretary of State Dulles personally approved instructions that Hildreth 
tell Pakistan’s prime minister that the United States did not believe the 
Soviets were unwilling or unable to take advantage of the crisis.'°* For- 
tunately, diplomacy prevailed. Tempers eventually subsided and more 
normal relations gradually resumed between Kabul and Karachi. In 
September 1955, Pakistan’s flag was again raised at its embassy and 
consulates, and the Afghan emblem flew once more over its consulates 
in Pakistan.'°° 
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In November 1955, the regional power equation significantly altered 
after Moscow thrust itself vigorously onto the South Asian scene. So- 
viet leaders Nikita Khrushchev and Nikolai Bulganin paid a highly 
publicized visit to India in late 1955 during which they endorsed New 
Delhi’s position on Kashmir. When they stopped off in neighboring 
Afghanistan, the Soviet leaders announced Moscow’s backing for the 
Afghans on Pushtunistan, pledged $100 million in economic aid—a 
mammoth sum given the size of the Afghan economy—and offered 
military assistance. A gloomy U.S. embassy in Kabul concluded, “for 
all intents and purposes Afghanistan has become [a] complete eco- 
nomic satellite of [the] USSR!” 

Dulles was not ready to give up on Afghanistan, however. The sec- 
retary bluntly questioned Pakistan’s Afghan policy when he met 
Chaudhri Mohammed Ali during a SEATO meeting in Karachi in 
March 1956. Pakistan’s approach, Dulles asserted, “would probably 
make certain that a bad result would ensue.” The secretary added that 
“he did not believe in quitting a case like this. . . [and] wanted a pro- 
gram to save Afghanistan from Soviet control.!” 

Dulles pressed these views two days later during a session with 
Mirza, who favored a tough line toward Kabul. “It [does] not make 
much sense,” the secretary of state declared, “to just sit around doing 
nothing and let Afghanistan pass by default into the control of the So- 
viets.” Mirza replied that although he favored the removal of hard-line 
Afghan prime minister Sardar Mohammed Daoud, who had revived the 
Pushtunistan issue, he would withhold judgment until he paid an offi- 
cial visit to Kabul to “find out what the situation was and what 
prospects there might be.”’” 

After the trip went well, Mirza concurred with U.S. proposals to im- 
prove facilities to transport goods to Afghanistan from the port of 
Karachi. Initially, Daoud was lukewarm in his response to this pro- 
posal, contending that the transit question was a secondary issue and 
would not resolve itself until the larger political question of “Push- 
tunistan” was settled. In the end, however, Daoud agreed to explore 
U.S. suggestions, which envisaged establishing a transit zone in 
Karachi, providing special rolling stock for the Afghan trade, building 
short railway spurs into Afghanistan from the existing railheads at the 
border towns of Chaman and Landhi Kotal, and improving roads and 
warehouse facilities inside Afghanistan. The cost, to be borne by the 
United States, would be about $30 million.'”” 
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Back in Washington, when the NSC considered Afghanistan in May 
1956, President Eisenhower questioned whether the United States 
could compete with the Soviets in the economic arena. “Nationalism 
and the Moslem religion,’ he commented perceptively, “[are] the only 
real influences in Afghanistan on which we [can] base our hopes.” ” 


Further Trouble over Arms Aid 


The U.S.-Pakistan military aid relationship continued to be troubled 
even though the October 1954 aide-mémoire provided comprehensive 
and specific program goals. After visiting Pakistan, Adm. Arthur Rad- 
ford, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), told a January 
1955 State Department-JCS meeting that although Ayub Khan received 
lots of assurances from Washington, “there was general confusion” 
among U.S. government agencies in Karachi “about how to implement 
the program.” Radford remained high on Pakistan as “a potential ally 
of great importance” with “a trained armed force which no other 
friendly power can match’!!! 

A month later, Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Se- 
curity Affairs Struve Hensel came away from Pakistan with a very dif- 
ferent view. A troubled Hensel wrote, “No member of the Country 
Team had any clear idea of the part Pakistan was expected to play in the 
defense of the Middle East. . . . At the same time, it seems quite clear 
that Pakistan regards the Indian threat as much more serious to Pakistan 
than the Russian or Communist China threats.”''* Hensel urged the 
Pentagon to develop a plan “to outline the military role expected of 
Pakistan and permit us all to move in that direction.”!” 

In March 1955, the Joint Strategic Plans Committee completed such 
a study for the JCS. The northern-tier concept, the U.S. military plan- 
ners concluded, would not “result in any significant reduction of the 
area’s vulnerability.” Because of Pakistan’s intrinsic weakness, the 
study indicated that Karachi was unlikely to deploy forces beyond its 
borders for the foreseeable future.''* Thus, a year after the United 
States had decided to give arms aid to Pakistan to bolster Middle East 
defense, the Pentagon found that the concept had little military validity 
because a significant Pakistani contribution to the defense of the Mid- 
dle East was unlikely. Despite this frank admission, the decision to help 
Pakistan was history and could hardly be reversed without major polit- 
ical embarrassment and loss of face for the United States. 
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Meanwhile, the Karachi embassy began to second Pakistani com- 
plaints about the slow flow of arms aid. Failure to maintain the sched- 
ule for implementing the 1954 aide-mémoire, a joint cable from the 
State, military aid, foreign aid, and United States Information Service 
elements of the embassy warned, could shake the ruling group. “[Mem- 
bers of this group] took Pakistan boldly into [the] free world camp,” the 
message sternly asserted, “. . . and their position in Pakistan depends 
in considerable measure on [the program’s] success.”!'? Although the 
State and Defense Departments assured the embassy that there was no 
slowdown, Ambassador Hildreth remained unhappy, asserting in an 
August 26, 1955, telegram that delivery projections “seem to amount to 
a repudiation of a written commitment.’!'® 

In September 1955, the envoy’s protests became sharper: either the 
embassy did not understand U.S. policy toward Pakistan or Washington 
had a “different appreciation of facts here and actions required to 
achieve policy objectives.”!’’ Although the JCS admitted in answer that 
“the hastily conceived figure” for the Pakistani force objectives spelled 
out in the October 1954 aide-mémoire was wrong and a more realistic 
total was $301.1 million,''® the Pentagon insisted that the $171 million 
figure, not the force goals, governed the U.S. commitment. 

The Pakistanis stridently objected, claiming that the force targets, 
not the cost estimates, should determine the U.S. military aid program. 
Ayub was particularly upset. Since the Pakistani army had the most to 
lose, his prestige was at stake. Talking with Ernest Fisk, the consul gen- 
eral in Lahore, Ayub warned that there would be much criticism in the 
Constituent Assembly that “you can’t trust the Americans.” Ayub 
claimed that he was “personally in a bad position” since he had 
shrugged off naysayers over the arms agreement by arguing that U.S. 
commitments were firm.''” 

Ayub went beyond American diplomats to make sure that Washing- 
ton knew how unhappy he was. He confronted visiting member of Con- 
gress Clement Zablocki (D-Wisc.) with the charge that the United 
States was guilty of bad faith. He also wrote a stinging letter to Admi- 
ral Radford and then shared its contents on a “non attribution” basis 
with New York Times correspondent James Callahan.'*? In Washington, 
where the ruckus stirred concern over potentially negative political fall- 
out, the State Department took up the Pakistani cause. Undersecretary 
of State Herbert Hoover, Jr., wrote the Defense Department that if 
Ayub’s view gained acceptance, “we would have suffered a serious 
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setback in terms of our objectives in Middle East defense and in the 
political stability of Pakistan.”!*! 

In the end, the Pentagon buckled and agreed that force-level goals, 
not the figure of $171 million, would determine the parameters of the 
program. Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Af- 
fairs Gordon Gray wrote Hoover in December 1955 that the United 
States would be able “to assure Ayub that Americans can, in fact, be 
trusted.’!** In January 1956, when Admiral Radford visited Pakistan 
again, an outwardly contrite Ayub apologized for having aired the U.S.- 
Pakistan dispute in the press.'*” 

With dissatisfaction fanned by grumbling about slow military aid de- 
liveries, complaints about alignment with the West, as Ayub predicted, 
had begun to mount in the assembly. The critics could correctly claim 
that Pakistan had little to show in the form of either military equipment 
to bolster the country’s security or greater support for its positions on 
Kashmir or Pushtunistan. Quite the contrary, on these issues, 
Khrushchev had boisterously backed India and Afghanistan. If Pakistan 
wanted to join the free-world camp, Moscow had shown that it could 
make life difficult for the new U’S. ally. 

At the March 1956 SEATO meeting, East Pakistani politician 
Hamidul Hag Choudhury, who had become foreign minister after 
Zafrullah Khan was elected a judge on the International Court of Jus- 
tice, pressed hard for greater U.S. support on Kashmir. Dulles tread 
warily, offering only continued backing for the implementation of the 
1948 Security Council resolution.'** The Pakistanis fared better on 
Pushtunistan. Reacting to Khrushchev’s backing for the Afghan claim, 
SEATO expressed its support for Pakistan’s international borders. In 
the process, the United States officially recognized the British-imposed 
Durand Line as the frontier between Pakistan and Afghanistan. 

After the SEATO conference, the secretary headed to India, where he 
faced a barrage of criticism over U.S. arms aid to Pakistan as well as his 
support for the Portuguese position regarding Goa, the small colonial 
enclave in western India still held as a colony by Portugal. In a heated 
press conference in New Delhi, Dulles stoutly defended American pol- 
icy. His statement went beyond the carefully crafted language of Eisen- 
hower’s February 1954 letter to Nehru: “I think there can be every con- 
fidence on the part of India that there will be no use of those armaments 
in any aggressive way against India. Certainly Pakistan knows that if 
that should happen, there would be a quick end to its relations with the 
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United States. On the contrary, under the principles of the United Na- 
tions charter, the United States would be supporting India if it became 
the victim of any armed aggression.”'~° 

During the visit, the secretary of state had extensive private talks 
with Prime Minister Nehru about global and regional issues. The most 
important result was to deepen Dulles’s awareness of India’s anxieties 
about Pakistan. He cabled President Eisenhower: “The one distinct im- 
pression I gained is their almost pathological fear of Pakistan. . . . I 
do not think we can alter our Pakistan relationship which is of great 
value, but I do think we must handle it in ways which will give maxi- 
mum assurance to India that our military aid will only be used for 
purely defensive purposes.”!”° 


Suhrawardy and Suez 


In September 1956, Prime Minister Chaudhri Mohammed Ali resigned, 
worn down by political infighting. President Mirza unhappily agreed to 
appoint Suhrawardy as prime minister, making no secret of his reluc- 
tance to do so.'”’ The president told Hildreth and acting UK high com- 
missioner Morrice James that he would back the new prime minister as 
long as Suhrawardy did not meddle with foreign policy or the military. 
When Hildreth commented that Suhrawardy had criticized previous 
governments as “very inept, negligent and stupid in not explaining the 
foreign policy to the people and pointing out the reasons and advan- 
tages for it and that he intended to correct this,” Mirza tartly responded, 
“Well, when is he going to start?”!”° 

With Mirza as president and Suhrawardy as prime minister, Pakistan 
had two strong personalities leading the government for the first time 
since Jinnah and Liaquat had left the scene. But unlike the country’s 
founders, the new leadership team had conflicting approaches. 
Schooled in the Indian Political Service tradition of manipulating tru- 
culent Pathan tribals, Mirza used similar techniques in dealing with 
Pakistani politicians. The new prime minister, on the other hand, was 
the country’s most agile operator in the give-and-take of the subconti- 
nent’s version of democratic politics. Unlike Mirza, Suhrawardy at 
heart believed in democracy. His politically shaky base in East Pakistan 
and his dependence on uncertain partners in West Pakistan, however, 
weakened his position. 
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Almost immediately after becoming prime minister, Suhrawardy 
faced a major crisis over the November 1956 British-French-Israeli at- 
tack on Egypt. The public reaction in Pakistan toward the British and 
French action was stormy. In Karachi, mobs attacked the British high 
commission. In Lahore, some three hundred thousand angry demon- 
strators protested against the invasion. The press stridently urged the 
government to quit the Western camp and the British Commonwealth. 
Suhrawardy wobbled at first and then, stiffened by Mirza, who worked 
closely with the British, refused to break with Pakistan’s Baghdad Pact 
allies.'*” “I refuse to be isolated. We must have friends,’ Suhrawardy 
argued.'°° 

After the United States opposed the attack on Egypt, Suhrawardy’s 
stance became politically more palatable. Still, his action widened the 
breach between Pakistan and Egypt and other neutralist Arab states. 
The Soviet Union’s crushing of the Hungarian uprising coincided with 
the attack on Egypt. Unlike the Suez crisis in the Muslim Middle East, 
Moscow’s invasion of an East European satellite state with which Pak- 
istan had limited ties caused few political ripples in Karachi. But, in 
contrast to India, Pakistan took a firm anti-Soviet stance in the deliber- 
ations on Hungary at the United Nations. 


Eisenhower: “It Was a Terrible Error’ 


As the Eisenhower administration’s first term was drawing to its close, 
a June 1956 National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) painted a gloomy 
picture of Pakistan’s prospects and expressed doubt as to whether 
America’s shaky ally could provide meaningful assistance in the de- 
fense of the Middle East.'*! Paralleling the pessimistic NIE assessment 
was an interagency review of foreign military aid programs headed by 
Undersecretary of State for Economic Affairs Herbert Prochnow, a 
Chicago banker. The study revealed that fulfilling the October 1954 
arms aid commitment to Pakistan would cost $505 million—almost 
three times the original estimate of $171 million. The report also found 
that Pakistan would need more than $100 million a year in ongoing 
U.S. assistance just to maintain the force structure. Although the ideal 
solution would be to reduce the size of the Pakistani military, Prochnow 
recognized that this was impossible without great political embarrass- 
ment for the United States.'*? 
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On January 3, 1957, almost three years to the day after Eisenhower 
had given the green light for U.S. military aid for Pakistan, the NSC re- 
viewed the issue anew as it considered a revised South Asia policy 
paper (NSC 5701). When the question of how the intention to provide 
a small amount of arms aid in 1954 had ballooned into a $500 million 
financial commitment came up for discussion, an exasperated president 
criticized “our tendency to rush out and seek allies” as not very sensi- 
ble. “We had decided some time ago that we wanted Pakistan as a mil- 
itary ally. Obviously it had proved costly to achieve this objective. In 
point of fact we were doing practically nothing for Pakistan except in 
the form of military aid. This was the worst kind of a plan and decision 
we could have made. It was a terrible error, but now we seem hope- 
lessly involved in it.’!*° 

Eisenhower confessed that “he did not quite know what to do about 
Pakistan.” Cutting the military aid program “might have severe reper- 
cussions on our relations” and “might even destroy the Baghdad Pact.” 
When the president asked whether “a skilled hand” might not induce 
the Pakistanis themselves to reduce military aid, Undersecretary of 
State Robert Murphy, sitting in for Dulles, said, with diplomatic fi- 
nesse, that this “was exactly what the State Department would like to 
do.”'** It would not prove an easy task. 


Divergent Aims 


When Eisenhower became president in 1953, U.S. policy emphasized 
strengthening the collective security cordon around the communist 
bloc. In the case of South Asia, this meant enlisting an only too willing 
Pakistan as a partner in bolstering the defense of the Middle East. Even 
though Washington realized that the move would strain relations with 
larger India, the step was deemed worthwhile. But the United States 
and Pakistan entered into the alliance for different and ultimately con- 
flicting reasons. Despite its anticommunist orientation, Pakistan re- 
mained at heart concerned about the threat from India rather than any 
menace from the communists. In contrast, the United States saw the se- 
curity accord as directed strictly against the communist threat and was 
wary of becoming entangled in Pakistan’s dispute with India. 

By January 1957, the end of Eisenhower’s first term, these funda- 
mentally divergent aims were apparent in both Karachi and Washington, 
even if U.S. and Pakistani leaders preferred to sweep their differences 
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under the rug. Although Washington was aware that the original ratio- 
nale for military aid for Pakistan was flawed and that even with U.S. 
help Karachi was unlikely to boost Middle East defense, the clock 
could not be turned back. A frustrated Eisenhower might blow up 
within the classified confines of an NSC meeting, but the U.S. govern- 
ment remained warm in its public praise of Pakistan as a firm and faith- 
ful ally. Similarly, despite the fact that Ayub Khan might complain 
about slow U.S. arms deliveries and other Pakistanis might grumble 
about Pakistan’s having joined the Western camp, the leadership in 
Karachi remained committed to the course it had chosen as the best 
means of improving Pakistan’s security against India. 


A 
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In his second inaugural address on January 24, 1957, President Eisen- 
hower signaled his concern that communism would prove attractive to 
newly independent nations unless they enjoyed more rapid economic 
development. “New forces and new nations [are] stirring across the 
earth,” the president declared. To counter the Soviets more effectively, 
Eisenhower asked for a substantial increase in foreign assistance, argu- 
ing that this was in the U.S. national interest.’ In practice, these views 
of the president translated into a new focus for U.S. policy toward South 
Asia, one that placed greater emphasis during Eisenhower’s second 
term on bolstering India’s economic development than on strengthen- 
ing Pakistan’s defense forces. 

The change was gradual, but still unsettling to Karachi, which began 
to complain that the United States was favoring neutralist India over 
ally Pakistan. Unhappiness over alignment with the West, already 
strong in intellectual circles, gained ground in Karachi. Rival India 
basked in international prominence as the leader of the emerging non- 
aligned bloc, courted by both the United States and the Soviet Union. 
In contrast, a number of Middle Eastern Muslim countries disdainfully 
regarded Pakistan as a U.S. camp follower that had bartered its foreign 
policy independence for a pot of American arms. 

On the other hand, the inflow of U.S. security and economic aid 
pleased senior military and civilian officials. Although assistance pro- 
grams had started slowly, by 1957 Pakistan was receiving significant 
amounts of defense equipment and training, along with substantial eco- 
nomic aid. As the United States implemented the comprehensive mili- 
tary aid program spelled out in the October 1954 aide-mémoire, Pak- 
istan’s armed forces were boosted across the board. Patton tanks, 
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modern artillery, howitzers, and state-of-the-art communications and 
transportation equipment greatly enhanced the army’s power and mo- 
bility. The arrival of F-86 jet fighter squadrons created a regionally po- 
tent air force. Numerous U.S. military teams visited Pakistan and 
greatly enhanced its military training. Large numbers of Pakistanis also 
received specialized training at military schools in the United States. 

According to retired senior Pakistani army and air force officers, 
access to U.S. equipment, training, and doctrine gradually reshaped 
Pakistan’s military posture. No longer were its armed forces poorly 
equipped with World War II hand-me-downs and strong on morale and 
tradition but little else. The country was acquiring an impressive capa- 
bility, numerically inferior to India’s, but superior in equipment and 
training. For the first time, Pakistan could mount a credible defense 
against the threat it perceived from its larger neighbor.” 

Improvement of the Pakistani economy was slower. The continuing 
depressed price of cotton and jute, the county’s principal exports and 
foreign-exchange earners, was one problem. Lack of progress in pro- 
duction of food grains was another. Even though the Punjab had been 
the breadbasket of British India, Pakistan was unable to feed itself and 
grew increasingly dependent on food imports from America. Indeed, 
U.S. assistance had become indispensable in keeping the economy 
afloat. In addition to a substantial official U.S. aid presence, private 
American assistance groups began to have a significant impact on eco- 
nomic policy formulation. Harvard University’s Development Advisory 
Service, for example, worked closely with Pakistan’s planning com- 
mission in shaping the country’s development plans.° In contrast to 
India, which followed a socialist approach, Pakistan placed greater em- 
phasis on the role of the private sector and market forces, in line with 
U.S. advice. 


Suhrawardy as Prime Minister, 1956-1957 


As Eisenhower’s second term began, the politically incompatible cou- 
ple of President Iskander Mirza and Prime Minister H. S. Suhrawardy 
seemed to be managing their marriage of convenience. Despite chronic 
political intrigue and infighting in both East and West Pakistan, the UK 
high commission in Karachi was optimistic—as long as Mirza and 
Suhrawardy worked in harness—that the prime minister could “mould 
events into the democratic pattern in which he genuinely believes.” 
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There was hope that the domestic situation would remain stable long 
enough for Pakistan finally to go to the polls in a national election 
scheduled for March 1958, more than a decade after independence.* 

Placing considerable emphasis on improving Pakistan’s interna- 
tional standing, Suhrawardy continued the effort to minimize tensions 
with China—this despite active membership in the anticommunist 
Baghdad Pact and SEATO. In late 1956, he exchanged well-publicized 
official visits with China’s premier, Zhou Enlai. Pakistan’s prime min- 
ister told Sir Gilbert Laithwaite, who headed the Commonwealth Rela- 
tions Office in London, that he cultivated ties with China as a means of 
holding Indian ambitions in East Pakistan “in check.” At the same time, 
Suhrawardy was careful to keep the level of official warmth with Beijing 
within limits acceptable to the United States. The prime minister made 
a point of passing reports of his dealings with the Chinese to Wash- 
ington via Charles Burton Marshall, the American who was privately 
advising the Pakistani government.” 

As always, however, India remained at the top of the foreign policy 
agenda. Frustrated by the lack of progress toward a Kashmir settlement, 
Suhrawardy and Foreign Minister Feroz Khan Noon, a veteran Punjabi 
politician, informed Ambassador Horace Hildreth in January 1957 that 
Pakistan planned to take the Kashmir problem back to the UN Security 
Council. At a minimum, they asked that the United States voice its sup- 
port for a plebiscite. “Anything less than staunch reaffirmation of sup- 
port for [the] plebiscite would be shattering to Pakistani-U:S. rela- 
tions,” the prime minister warned Hildreth.° A week later in New York, 
Noon increased the pressure, informing U.S. Representative to the UN 
Henry Cabot Lodge that he “would resign if the U.S. did not give Pak- 
istan firm support on Kashmir.”’ 

Washington approached the UN session without enthusiasm. The 
State Department realized that renewed consideration of Kashmir 
would create fresh difficulties with India at a time when bilateral rela- 
tions were improving (after cordial talks between Nehru and Eisen- 
hower in December 1956). Few, however, anticipated the fiery two-day 
debate that featured Krishna Menon’s vitriolic defense of India’s posi- 
tion and his acid criticism of Pakistan and the United States. Americans 
from President Eisenhower on down took a particular aversion to 
Nehru’s closest foreign policy adviser. They disliked Menon’s anti-U.S. 
views and were put off by the unpleasant and aggressive manner in 
which he pressed Indian positions.® In the end, after a Soviet veto 
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blocked one resolution, the Security Council agreed to send its presi- 
dent, Sweden’s Grant Jarring, to South Asia to explore what might be 
done about Kashmir.’ J arring’s pessimistic report provided little to 
nourish Pakistani hopes for early progress toward a settlement. 

Suhrawardy kept his word that he would publicly defend Pakistan’s 
alliance with the West. In spite of considerable political risk after his 
unpopular handling of the Suez crisis, the prime minister took the 
initiative to hold a foreign policy debate in the National Assembly in 
February 1957—the only occasion that Pakistan’s parliament formally 
considered the pro-Western policy. 

The heart of Suhrawardy’s case was the question he posed to critics: 
Could Pakistan be neutral? “In the face of so many dangers, Pakistan 
[can]not afford this,” the prime minister answered. “India [is] able to 
order and pay for arms on a large scale. . . . Pakistan [can]not do so 
and must therefore turn to others for her defense.”!” 

Praising the Baghdad Pact and SEATO, Suhrawardy urged the Na- 
tional Assembly to affirm that “the two pacts were to Pakistan’s bene- 
fit and had yielded fruitful results.”'’ On February 25, 1957, the eighty- 
member assembly endorsed the foreign policy by a 40-2 vote. 
Abstention by the opposition United Front and Muslim League weak- 
ened the impact of the victory, but the only negative votes were cast by 
two leftists, one from East Pakistan and the other, Mian Iftakharuddin, 
a wealthy Lahorite and founder of the influential and, at the time, left- 
ist Pakistan Times. 

in July 1957, Suhrawardy embarked on an extensive foreign trip, in- 
cluding a three-week official visit to the United States. During a 
stopover in London before going on to America, he met privately with 
Nehru and British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan. The Indian and 
Pakistani leaders agreed, when Macmillan pressed them for a practical 
way to deal with the Kashmir problem, that the only feasible answer lay 
in direct negotiations and some form of partition. But both Nehru and 
Suhrawardy said that they could not state this publicly for domestic po- 
litical reasons. '* 

Suhrawardy’s visit to the United States, Secretary of State Dulles told 
Eisenhower, provided the administration an opportunity to boost the 
standing of the person who “probably represents the best hope for the 
achievement of primary United States objectives in Pakistan—the de- 
velopment of a stable, popularly based government friendly toward the 
United States and aware of the Communist threat.”!’ For Suhrawardy, 
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in addition to generating positive publicity back home, the trip to Amer- 
ica offered a chance to lay out Pakistan’s complaints about India, to seek 
increased economic aid, and to request earlier delivery than planned of 
B-57 bombers for the Pakistani air force. 

When the prime minister met U.S. leaders in July 1957, he was 
friendly but feisty. He voiced Pakistan’s complaints about Kashmir and 
expressed fear that India would divert water from the extensive network 
of irrigation canals that tapped the Indus River and its tributaries. After 
partition had split this large irrigation system, most of the canal head 
works remained in India, whereas most of the irrigated land lay in Pak- 
istan. Since New Delhi had the power to turn Pakistani Punjab into a 
near-desert, the issue had enormous consequences. The fact that India 
was talking of developing new irrigation projects in the state of 
Rajasthan deepened the concern of the Pakistanis. Although the World 
Bank had been conducting negotiations with the two countries for a 


Prime Minister Husein Shaheed Suhrawardy, President Dwight Eisenhower, and 
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles meet at the White House, July 1957. (Courtesy of 
the Dwight D. Eisenhower Library.) 
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number of years, it had yet to obtain their agreement on a mutually 
satisfactory settlement. 

When the secretary of state received Suhrawardy on J uly 10, 1957, 
Dulles commented pointedly that some Middle Eastern states were 
spending too much on arms and neglecting economic development— 
his remarks reflecting the concerns already expressed publicly in 
Eisenhower’s inaugural address. The prime minister quickly countered 
that Pakistan did not fall into this category. His country, Suhrawardy as- 
serted, was being reasonable, but India’s negative attitude made it 
impossible to reduce spending on arms.'* 

Although the American interlocutors listened politely to the visitor, 
they made no promises that the United States would adopt a tougher 
line toward New Delhi. The U.S. officials also did not respond posi- 
tively to the Pakistani prime minister’s request for early delivery of 
B-57 bombers under the military aid program.'’? Dulles, however, 
warmly praised Suhrawardy’s efforts to defuse bilateral tensions with 
Afghanistan. Unlike Mirza, the prime minister favored trying to get the 
Afghans “on our side.”!® 

Although official U.S. records on the issue remain closed, the most 
significant event during Suhrawardy’s visit may have been his inform- 
ing Eisenhower of his government’s agreement for the United States to 
establish a secret U.S. intelligence facility in Pakistan and permission 
for U-2 aircraft to fly from Pakistan.'’ Formal negotiations on the facil- 
ity began after Suhrawardy left office and were not completed until early 
1959. It was then announced that Pakistan would grant the U.S. Air 
Force a ten-year lease to set up a “communications facility” at Badaber, 
ten miles from Peshawar, the capital of the Northwest Frontier Province, 
and just an hour’s drive from the Khyber Pass and the frontier with 
Afghanistan.’ 

In fact, the air force communications station was the cover for a major 
communications intercept operation run by the National Security 
Agency (NSA), the semi-secret organization responsible for collecting 
communications and electronic intelligence. Because of its proximity to 
Soviet Central Asia, Badaber was an excellent place from which to mon- 
itor signals from Soviet missile test sites and to intercept other sensitive 
communications. The Badaber facility became an important link in the 
chain of electronic listening posts that U.S. intelligence agencies estab- 
lished around the borders of the Soviet Union in the top-priority effort 
to gain knowledge and understanding of Russian military capabilities. 
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Pakistan also agreed that the CIA could use the Pakistani air force’s 
portion of the Peshawar airport as a takeoff point for flights over the 
Soviet Union by U-2 aircraft. Developed by the CIA and nicknamed 
the “spy in the sky,” the sleek U-2 supposedly could fly higher than the 
maximum range of Soviet air defenses. The sophisticated craft, which 
made its first overflight of the Soviet Union on July 4, 1956, was filled 
with special cameras that could produce unique photography of Soviet 
military installations and equipment. The photo intelligence gathered 
by the U-2 had vital strategic importance in the years before the United 
States developed space satellites. Pakistan thus joined Norway, West 
Germany, Japan, and Turkey as countries that offered landing and take- 
off facilities for the super-secret aircraft. 

Karachi’s willingness to host these key U.S. intelligence operations 
substantially increased the value of the security relationship for Wash- 
ington. Until then, Pakistan had gained far more than the United States 
had from the alliance. When Pakistan agreed to Badaber and U-2 
flights, the Americans received in return something that they judged to 
be of great importance for U.S. national security. 

When Suhrawardy stopped again in London on his way home at the 
end of July 1957, he gave Prime Minister Macmillan a glowing account 
of the American trip. “[Suhrawardy] was the cynosure of every eye and 
the darling of the people. . . . The President and Mr. Dulles made 
much of him,” Macmillan recorded dryly.'” But when the prime minis- 
ter arrived back in Karachi, he found little to cheer about. His base of 
support in East Pakistan remained shaky. In West Pakistan, his partners 
in the Republican Party, an unstable collection of provincial notables 
who had quit the Muslim League at the urging of Mirza, withdrew their 
support because of differences over provincial administrative arrange- 
ments and voting procedures in West Pakistan. With Mirza playing an 
unhelpful behind-the-scenes role, Suhrawardy lost his majority in the 
National Assembly in October 1957 and resigned. I. I. Chundrigar, a 
colorless Muslim League politician originally from Bombay whom 
President Mirza appointed as the new head of government, lasted only 
a few weeks before he was replaced by Feroz Khan Noon. A wealthy 
Punjabi with large land holdings, Noon was representative of what Pak- 
istanis call “the feudals.” On paper, he had impressive qualifications. 
Before independence, Noon had served as a minister in the Punjab gov- 
ernment and had represented India in London during World War IT. Like 
many other Punjabi feudals, Noon jumped to the Muslim League only 
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late in the day, in 1946. He held several high-level posts in Pakistan— 
governor of East Bengal, chief minister of the Punjab, and foreign 
minister—before becoming prime minister. Regarded as a gentlemanly 
lightweight, Noon had a penchant for speaking impulsively in public 
without thinking through the consequences of his words. This would 
shortly cause trouble for U.S.-Pakistan relations. 


‘The Present Military Program Is Based on a Hoax” 


Ambassador Hildreth left Pakistan in the summer of 1957 to run un- 
successfully for a U.S. Senate seat from Maine. His replacement was 
James Langley, a New Hampshire newspaper publisher and friend of 
Eisenhower’s chief of staff, Sherman Adams. Apart from being a New 
Englander and a Republican political appointee, Langley had little in 
common with his predecessor. The gregarious, easygoing Hildreth was 
outspoken in his affection for Pakistan. Moreover, the marriage of 
Hildreth’s daughter to Mirza’s son provided an unusual family link. In 
contrast, Jules Bassin, a senior U.S. embassy officer at the time, re- 
called that the taciturn and aloof Langley never felt at home in 
Karachi.*” Unlike Hildreth, he also quickly became skeptical about 
whether the security links with Pakistan made much sense. 

In a frank December 1957 letter to William Rountree, the intelligent 
but bland bureaucrat who had become assistant secretary of state for 
the Near East, South Asia, and Africa, Langley wrote, “I wonder if we 
have not collectively developed certain generalizations about Pakistan 
and then proceeded to accept them as gospel truth without sufficient 


periodical scrutiny. . . . The situation of strength which we have ac- 
cepted as synonymous with Pakistan has too large a component of 
wishful thinking. . . . [It is] not too difficult to make a rather con- 


vincing case that the present military program is based on a hoax, the 
hoax being that it is related to the Soviet threat.’*’ Urging U.S. poli- 
cymakers to consider the subcontinent as a whole, Langley argued, 
“We cannot afford to participate or close our eyes to an arms race be- 
tween India and Pakistan.’ His hope—similar to that which Eisen- 
hower had expressed during the January 1957 National Security Coun- 
cil discussion—was that Pakistan would agree to cap military spending 
without upsetting the bilateral relationship.** Washington gave Lang- 
ley the green light to try. In turn, President Mirza agreed to receive a 
technical team from the Pentagon to review U.S. military assistance 
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and to begin planning for what would follow after the fulfillment of the 
October 1954 aide-mémoire.”* 

Had Mirza and his colleagues been able to read Langley’s letter to 
Rountree, they would have been even unhappier than they already were 
about the trend of events in late 1957 and early 1958. First, there was 
no progress on Kashmir. When Dr. Frank Graham returned to South 
Asia for a second attempt to solve the dispute at the bidding of the UN 
Security Council, he ran into a stone wall with the Indians. Second, the 
Pakistanis were becoming increasingly irritated by the steady rise in 
U.S. economic assistance to India. The refrain that nonaligned India 
was being treated better than ally Pakistan was becoming shriller and 
more insistent. Third, Karachi claimed—since money was fungible— 
that larger inflows of foreign aid from the United States and other coun- 
tries, including the Soviet Union, enabled New Delhi to buy more mil- 
itary equipment and thereby increase the security threat that Pakistan 
faced. Indian purchases of Canberra bombers and Centurion tanks from 
Great Britain were cited as evidence. 

Against this background, Washington’s reluctance to advance the 
delivery date of B-57 bombers, a U.S. version of the Canberra, was par- 
ticularly upsetting. As Pakistani frustration mounted, Prime Minister 
Noon’s penchant for impulsive remarks caused a bilateral fracas. 
Speaking extemporaneously during a March 8, 1958, National Assem- 
bly debate, Noon charged that Western economic aid was funding 
India’s military expansion and warned that he would change Pakistan’s 
foreign policy unless there was progress in solving Kashmir. To loud 
cheers, the prime minister threatened, “We will break all pacts in the 
world and shake hands with those whom we have made our enemies for 
the sake of others.””* 

Noon’s emotional outburst raised hackles in Washington, where crit- 
icism of arms aid to Pakistan, especially by liberal Democrats in Con- 
gress, was on the rise. To smooth things over, Mirza decided to send a 
high-level team—Finance Minister Amjad Ali, the well-regarded for- 
mer ambassador to the United States; army chief Ayub Khan; and air 
force chief Asghar Khan—to the United States. Their mission, Mirza 
told Langley, was to try to “undo the great damage they believed 
Noon’s March 8 speech had done to Pakistan’s image in the United 
States” and also to press the case for earlier delivery of the B-57s.~° 

When the group arrived in Washington, Amjad Ali reassured Dulles, 
Rountree, and others that Pakistan was not going to jump off the alliance 
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wagon. Noon made “snap judgments—some good, some bad—and 
often his frankness and bluntness work[ed] against the interest” he sup- 
ported, Amjad Ali told U.S. officials. In an April 30, 1958, meeting 
with the visitors, the secretary of state showed that his affection for 
Pakistan remained undiminished. Dulles, who was ailing from the 
cancer that eventually took his life, declared that U.S. “feelings for 
Pakistan were, in a sense, totally different from those for India. . . . 
The basic relationship with India was intellectual in contrast to its rela- 
tionship with Pakistan which came from the heart.”*° 

Assistant Secretary Rountree, in his low-key style, complained to 
Amjad Ali that “statements by Pakistan leaders to the effect that their 
military buildup was vis-a-vis India” made it harder for the administra- 
tion “to justify programs which it wished to carry on in Pakistan.” The 
United States, Rountree emphasized, was not providing Pakistan with 
military aid to fight India.*’ Despite the admonition, Ayub and Asghar 
Khan frankly told Defense Department officials that Pakistan wanted 
the bombers to meet the threat from India. Acting as if he had not heard 
these words, Assistant Secretary of Defense Mansfield Sprague re- 
sponded that any bombers would be part of common support against 
communism, not India.”® 

While in Washington, Ayub Khan also met with CIA Director 
Allen Dulles (the brother of Secretary of State John Foster Dulles), 
played golf with Joint Chiefs of Staff chairman Gen. Nathan Twining 
and retired general Omar Bradley, and was the guest of the Joint 
Chiefs at lunch. On these occasions, Ayub pressed his warnings about 
the threat posed by India and presumably also discussed the U-2 
flights and the proposed intelligence facility. According to Ayub’s 
account of the discussions, the CJA director and the military chiefs 
were friendly listeners. Allen Dulles reportedly said that he would 
“do all he [could] on Pakistan’s behalf.’ General Twining commented 
that he did not “understand” the policy toward India and felt “there 
were still too many communists in the State Department.’ The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, Ayub recalled, “were sympathetic to [Pakistan’s] re- 
quirements and [would] do what they [could] to support [Pakistan’s] 
demands.””” 

In the end, Ayub and Asghar Khan left Washington satisfied after the 
Americans agreed to an accelerated delivery schedule for the B-57s. 
Although available U.S. government documents do not shed light 
on what caused the change, it is reasonable to assume that Pakistan’s 
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willingness to permit sensitive intelligence facilities on its territory 
helped explain the U.S. decision. 

At about this time, Washington decided to seek a way out of the 
policy bind with India and Pakistan by persuading the two countries to 
reduce tensions. This desire, as well as Ambassador Langley’s admoni- 
tions about fueling a regional arms race and parallel concerns expressed 
by Ellsworth Bunker, the highly respected U.S. ambassador to India, 
led the United States to launch an ambitious regional policy initiative. 
The basic idea, developed by State Department South Asia specialists 
during the winter of 1957-58, was to put the major sources of India- 
Pakistan tensions—Kashmir, the Indus waters dispute, and the arms 
race—into a single negotiating basket. The hope was that large-scale 
American aid would provide sufficient leverage so that a U.S. mediator 
could advance solutions for all three problems. The view on Kashmir 
was that “any reasonable solution” was acceptable, whether a plebiscite, 
partition, or some other arrangement. Regarding the Indus waters dis- 
pute, Washington backed ongoing negotiations under the aegis of the 
World Bank and was, in principle, ready to help fund new construction 
projects that an agreement might envisage. To prevent a further India- 
Pakistan arms race, the proposal sought agreement by the two countries 
to freeze the levels of their military forces.*° 

Interagency deliberations regarding the package plan brought to the 
surface significant policy differences between the State and Defense 
Departments. Although agreement was eventually reached, the two de- 
partments, in effect, had reversed their positions on arms aid for 
Pakistan. In 1954, the State Department had been strongly supportive 
and the Pentagon lukewarm. By 1958, the State Department was skep- 
tical whereas the Pentagon had become a staunch advocate of military 
assistance to Pakistan. Quite apart from the value of the intelligence 
facilities and the regional security pacts, senior U.S. military officers 
had formed friendly ties with Pakistani counterparts, whom they liked 
personally and respected professionally. At least on paper, the U.S. mil- 
itary also took more seriously than State Department regional special- 
ists the role that Pakistan might play within the Baghdad Pact. 

In this vein, Gen. Lyman Lemnitzer and Adm. Arleigh Burke told 
their State Department counterparts during a January 10, 1958, meet- 
ing, that “[t]hey would not wish any reduction of Pakistan forces as a 
result of pressure from the U.S.” Lemnitzer added, “In light of the 
current threat against the Baghdad Pact nations, . . . the level of 
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Pakistan forces [is] essential”! Assistant Secretary of Defense Sprague 
wrote Rountree later in the month that “present or planned Pakistani 
forces in themselves should not pose a serious military threat to India’s 
national security.”*” 

When President Eisenhower received the package plan from Secre- 
tary Dulles in April 1958, he reacted enthusiastically. The president 
told Dulles that he was “all for” the idea and ready to help personally. 
“There is no inconvenience at which I would balk,’ Eisenhower indi- 
cated. “For example, I'd be ready to welcome and entertain the Prime 
Ministers simultaneously—I would even go out there.”*° 

On May 16, 1958, Ambassador Langley presented the U.S. initiative 
to President Mirza and Prime Minister Noon. “We accept the Presi- 
dent’s proposal” was their immediate and positive response. Noon dic- 
tated Pakistan’s agreement on the spot.°* In New Delhi, Ambassador 
Ellsworth Bunker fared less well with India’s prime minister. When 
Bunker talked with Nehru, who was about to leave for a vacation in the 
Himalayas, the Indian leader questioned whether the politically wobbly 
Pakistani government would be able to undertake serious negotiations 
and commented that he did not see much hope as long as Pakistanis 
continued “their attitude of hate” toward India.*° After returning from 
his vacation, Nehru sent Eisenhower a lengthy letter that said in effect, 
“Thank you, but no thank you.”*° 


Martial Law 


As Pakistan’s political situation continued to be extremely unstable, 
Ambassador Langley worried that President Mirza would carry out his 
frequently voiced threat to impose a dictatorship. In January 1958, the 
envoy had sought Washington’s permission to tell Pakistan’s president 
“on a personal basis” that the “sooner elections [could] be held. . . the 
better.’ The State Department turned down the idea as too interven- 
tionist, cabling starchily that the U.S. government “must as a matter of 
principle avoid any semblance [of] tutelage of [the] Pakistani leader- 
ship.” Langley was, however, authorized to voice “his concern that 
another disruptive political crisis at this time would be unfortunate.”*’ 

Even though no crisis occurred in early 1958, voting for the National 
Assembly was postponed for yet another year, until early 1959. Hav- 
ing no faith in the democratic process, Mirza and other members of 
Pakistan’s ruling elite were uneasy about the outcome of an election. 
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The contrast with India, which had held its second democratic election 
in early 1957, did not enhance Pakistan’s standing in Washington. 

The Noon government staggered on during 1958, although both the 
East and West Pakistani provincial governments were in near-constant 
turmoil. In May 1958—just as the United States launched its unsuc- 
cessful package plan initiative—the Karachi embassy sent in a stream 
of reports that Mirza was thinking of i imposing a dictatorship. This 
time, the State Department responded strongly, instructing Langley to 
caution | USE S president against scuttling the democratic political 
process.*® On this occasion, Mirza stayed his hand. 

During the summer of 1958, turbulence in the Middle East shook 
both Washington and Karachi. In July 1958, a bloody nationalist revo- 
lution overthrew the pro-Western regime in Iraq. Brig. Abdul Qasim 
seized power there, killing both the young king and Prime Minister Nuri 
Said, the prime mover behind the Baghdad Pact. Adopting a rabidly 
anti-Western policy, Qasim withdrew Iraq from the anticommunist al- 
liance. Worried about spreading instability in the Middle East, the 
United States sent troops to Lebanon to stabilize the internal situation in 
that country. To justify this step, President Eisenhower invoked the Joint 
Congressional Resolution on the Middle East of 1957, which authorized 
intervention in the face of actual or threatened communist aggression. 
When shaken Baghdad Pact leaders assembled in London without Iraq 
for their annual ministerial meeting, Turkey, Iran, and Pakistan pressed 
the United States to join the organization. Dulles opposed such a move, 
but telephoned Eisenhower that it was necessary “to make some kind of 
declaration of intentions and purposes toward the three countries” to 
steady their nerves. In seeking concurrence on the text, the secretary told 
the president that he did not expect congressional difficulties since the 
proposed language “did not go beyond the Middle East Resolution.’”” 

After Eisenhower gave his approval, the London declaration was 
issued on July 28, 1958, affirming that the United States would increase 
its cooperation with the pact members “for their security and defense” 
and would “promptly enter into negotiations designed to give effect to 
this co-operation.”*” Although shaken, the Baghdad Pact survived the 
Iraqi revolution and was transformed into the Central Treaty Organiza- 
tion (CENTO), with its headquarters in Ankara. As a result of the 
London declaration, negotiations began on new and identical bilateral 
security accords between the United SES and the three CENTO 
regional members. 


Eisenhower IT: Ike Likes Ayub 99 


The summer of 1958 saw further political turmoil in Pakistan. In the 
West, the Muslim League was reviving under the leadership of Khan 
Abdul Qayyum Khan, the forceful former chief minister of the North- 
west Frontier Province and a bitter foe of Iskander Mirza. In well- 
attended political rallies, Qayyum vociferously criticized Pakistan’s 
alliance with the West, called for the re-establishment of four provinces 
in West Pakistan, and urged greater emphasis on Islam. Defying a cen- 
tral government ban, the Muslim League leader pressed ahead with 
plans for a large paramilitary force.*' In East Pakistan, strife between 
factions in the provincial assembly in Dacca became physical. The 
climax came on September 21, 1958, when Shahed Ali, the deputy 
speaker of the assembly, died after he was hit on the head with an 
inkwell thrown during a melee in the legislative chambers.*” 

These events proved the last straw. Backed by army commander Ayub 
Khan, Mirza decided to act. On October 4, 1958, he informed Langley 
that martial law would be proclaimed within the week.** According to 
Mirza, the army had been pressing him to take this step for a year, but 
he had argued that the “politicians must be permitted to make asses of 
themselves” before he moved. Analyzing the political situation in an 
October 5, 1958, cable, the U.S. embassy predicted correctly that the 
public was unlikely to oppose the coup, even though Mirza’s personal 
prestige had slumped because of his reputation for political intrigue.** 

The State Department reacted to Mirza’s alert by trying to head off 
the coup. Langley was instructed to inform Pakistan’s president that, in 
the U.S. view, there was insufficient cause for abandoning the demo- 
cratic path. The cable, which Assistant Secretary Rountree approved, 
stated, “While in some instances democracies have had to depart tem- 
porarily from basic principles upon which their institutions are founded 
(but only as a last resort and then only to protect those institutions in 
the long run), we do not have evidence to show this stage has been 
reached in Pakistan.” If Mirza refused to back down, Langley was to 
tell him that the U.S. government hoped the “interval of restricted rule 
would be as short as necessary to preserve democracy in Pakistan and 
to ensure [the] conditions under which free elections, already sched- 
uled, may be held.“ 

Brushing aside Langley’s private, but official, objection, Mirza pro- 
claimed martial law on October 7, 1958, abrogated the 1956 constitu- 
tion, and suspended political activity. When the coup was announced, 
Karachi remained quiet. The author, then serving as a junior economic 
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officer at the U.S. embassy, recalls neither violence nor disturbances 
and relatively few signs. of military presence in the streets of Karachi. 
The British high commission reported, “If this morning’s newspapers 
did not all of them carry the president’s proclamation under very large 
headlines one would hardly realize that anything had happened’”*’ The 
initial public reaction was one of general relief. Pakistanis widely be- 
lieved that the politicians had run the country into the ground. The army 
and its commander, Gen. Ayub Khan, who initially shared power with 
Mirza, enjoyed a reputation for integrity and efficiency. The average 
Pakistani hoped that a period of military rule would turn things around. 
Despite the U.S. effort to avert the coup, President Eisenhower and 
Secretary Dulles responded with understanding to Mirza’s letters ex- 
plaining the imposition of martial law. Although emphasizing the 
American interest in a return of constitutional government, Dulles 
wrote, “The changes which have occurred do not alter in any respect 
the close ties which exist between our two countries’”*® 

The Mirza-Ayub duumvirate lasted less than a month. After Ayub re- 
ceived reports that the president was intriguing with the military and 
was reluctant to accept a role of “elder statesman,’ the army comman- 
der decided that Mirza would have to go.” Unceremoniously, three se- 
nior generals “obtained” the president’s resignation during the night of 
October 27, 1958. He was held in custody for a few days in Quetta, the 
isolated capital of Baluchistan some five hundred miles away, and then 
bustled into exile in Great Britain on a commercial airline flight. Am- 
bassador Langley was the only diplomat to bid Mirza farewell at the 
Karachi airport. He and Australian high commissioner Maj. Gen. W. J. 
Cawthorne, had Ayub’s blessing to see the former president off, but 
through a mix-up, Cawthorne missed the departure. 

Ayub Khan, Pakistan’s first military dictator, had gained a consider- 
able reputation in his seven years as army commander-in-chief as a 
well-qualified professional, a highly competent administrator, and as a 
person who got things done. He quickly settled in as Pakistan’s presi- 
dent and chief martial law administrator. Tackling issues with military- 
like order, his martial law regime established a series of commissions 
to study major problems and then implemented most of their recom- 
mendations, which called for moderate reform measures.°? A number 
of civil servants charged with corruption were fired; some politicians 
were barred from political activity; and prominent black marketeers 
were arrested. There was a general sense of satisfaction in Pakistan 
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about the early days of the Ayub regime, a feeling that the country, at 
last, was getting down to the serious business of nation-building. 

Ayub’s vision of governance, in effect, called for a return to the 
benevolent despotism of the British Raj. In his autobiography, Friends 
Not Masters, the Pakistani leader spoke candidly of his disdain for the 
politicians who had ruled after the death of Liaquat Ali Khan and his 
belief, shared with Mirza and many former British Indian officials, that 
Pakistan was not ready for Western-style democracy. Ayub wielded ex- 
ecutive authority like the British viceroy, leaving the details of admin- 
istration in the hands of the civil service. The army remained in the 
background. Ayub made a nominal bow to the principles of Islam but 
wanted Pakistan to be a secular state. Political life would gradually be 
reintroduced through indirect elections on the basis of limited suffrage, 
with direct participation expanding as the population became more 
literate and better educated.’ 


Ayub’s Foreign Policy: At First, No Change 


Four days after the ouster of Mirza, Pakistan’s new president received 
best wishes from U.S. Chargée d’ Affaires Ridgway Knight. Ayub ac- 
cepted these and a friendly letter from Defense Secretary Neil McElroy, 
who had just visited Pakistan, as something to be expected from such 
“warm friends as the U.S., but welcome nonetheless.” Ayub assured 
Knight, “Recent developments have, if anything, strengthened Pak- 
istan’s faithfulness to its alliances. Pakistan is more than ever on the 
side of the free people of the West. Continuance [of] U.S. aid is [a] 
matter of life and death to Pakistan”? 

As foreign minister, Ayub appointed Manzur Qadir, a prominent 
Lahore lawyer, who had little experience with international affairs and 
spent much of his time working on a new constitution. Completing the 
negotiations for a bilateral security agreement begun after the July 
1958 London declaration was an early order of business for the new 
foreign minister. At first, Qadir surprised U.S. officials by indicating 
that he was reluctant to proceed further since the proposed accord ap- 
peared largely cosmetic. In an unusual remark—considering that Pak- 
istan was under martial law—Qadir told Knight that he was concerned 
about public opinion, which “was deeply opposed to Pakistan ‘satel- 
liteship’ to [the] U.S., while an uncommitted India receives favors from 
ie 7. 
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Two days later, the foreign minister reversed his position, presumably 
after consulting Ayub. Were the Pakistanis alone, Qadir stated, he would 
not have gone forward with the agreement, since the “text would give 
nothing new to Pakistan and because of internal policy reasons.” Pak- 
istan was, however, not alone: Iran, in particular, was eager to conclude 
a bilateral accord. Moreover, Pakistan’s refusal would suggest disunity 
within the alliance and give the Soviet Union a psychological victory.” 

The U.S.-Pakistan bilateral security agreement was signed on March§S, 
1959. It was an executive agreement, which unlike a treaty, did not re- 
quire approval by the U.S. Senate. The operative language in Article I 
committed the United States, in the case of aggression against Pakistan, 
to “take such appropriate action, including the use of armed forces, as 
may be mutually agreed upon.” This commitment, however, was tied to 
situations envisaged under the Joint Congressional Resolution on the 
Middle East of 1957—.e., to instances of communist aggression.’ The 
1959 agreement did not commit the United States to come to Pakistan’s 
aid against an attack by India—the commitment that Pakistan really 
wanted. Foreign Minister Qadir was accurate in claiming that the ac- 
cord gave “nothing new,” since Pakistan already had a U.S. commit- 
ment against communist aggression under SEATO. 

Although there was nothing secret about the 1959 U.S.-Pakistan ac- 
cord, a layperson might well have misread the text as offering a more 
open-ended pledge of U.S. help. This was exactly what many Pakista- 
nis did, either failing to understand or simply ignoring the fact that the 
1959 agreement restricted the U.S. commitment to aid Pakistan to in- 
stances of communist aggression. As a consequence, it has become 
conventional wisdom among Pakistanis that the United States “be- 
trayed” its ally in Pakistan’s 1965 war with India when Lyndon John- 
son not only refused to come to Pakistan’s aid but suspended military 
and economic aid. With little success, U.S. officials over the years have 
tried to convince Pakistanis that the 1959 agreement was limited to ag- 
gression by the communists and did not provide a guarantee of help 
against India. 

Initially, Ayub was hopeful that he could patch things up with India, 
enabling the two countries to cooperate in defending the subcontinent 
against potential foes. From a military standpoint, Ayub argued, ten- 
sions between the two countries and their deployment of troops against 
each other weakened both against external threats.°° His proposal for a 
joint India-Pakistan defense, made on April 24, 1959, harked back to 
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British desires at the time of partition that the two countries would 
work together on security matters. The idea also closely paralleled 
American hopes for a cooperative India-Pakistan security relationship. 
As Sino-Indian tensions had gradually mounted over disputed territory 
in the Himalayas, the possibility of actual fighting between India and 
China no longer seemed so remote. 

Nehru, however, firmly rebuffed the Pakistani leader, stating in par- 
liament on May 4, 1959, ‘““We do not want to have a common defense 
policy which is almost some kind of military alliance—I do not under- 
stand against whom people talk about common defense policies.””’ 
Earlier, the Indian prime minister had undiplomatically characterized 
Ayub’s seizure of power in Pakistan as “naked military dictatorship.””® 
In any case, even had Nehru responded more positively, an agreement 
would have been difficult. Pakistan’s new leader had been careful to 
condition joint defense on a settlement of the Kashmir and Indus waters 
disputes. He made clear that unless these problems were resolved, 
India-Pakistan military cooperation was not feasible. 


A More Hopeful Outlook 


After the military government took hold in Karachi, the outlook for 
Pakistan began to brighten. Officials in Washington thought that Ayub 
might succeed in bringing stability to their wobbly ally. The army 
takeover in Pakistan, moreover, did not appear as an isolated instance 
but as part of a broader pattern of weak, postcolonial democratic gov- 
ernments giving way to military regimes. (Within one month of Pak- 
istan’s coup, Burma and Sudan also experienced military takeovers.) 

In May 1959, a U.S. National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) titled 
“The Outlook for Pakistan” summed up Ayub’s initial six months in of- 
fice as “so far, so good.” The analysis did not foresee any major change 
in Pakistan’s foreign policy but predicted (correctly) that Ayub would 
be more confident than his predecessors and less likely to seek or take 
advice from Washington. Regarding China, whose relations with India 
had deteriorated after the 1959 revolt in Tibet, the NIE expressed doubt 
that Pakistan would expand its ties. Quite the contrary, the NIE asserted 
(incorrectly) that events in the Himalayas would make the Pakistanis 
more wary of the Chinese.”” 

On the economic side, the policies of Finance Minister Mohammed 
Shoaib, who had returned to Karachi from a senior post at the World 
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Bank, impressed U.S. officials. Under his leadership, Pakistan’s 
economic situation began to improve. Even if American aid remained 
the major source of external financing for Pakistan’s development 
program, the future seemed less bleak. 

Further grounds for optimism came as a result of progress in the 
World Bank-led negotiations over the Indus waters dispute. Building on 
an idea put forward in 1951 by former Tennessee Valley Authority head 
David Lilienthal, the World Bank proposed that the existing irrigation 
system be divided into two entirely separate and independent canal net- 
works. Under the bank’s plan, India would have the full use of the three 
eastern rivers that flowed through the Punjab: the Ravi, the Beas, and 
the Sutlej. Pakistan would have complete use of the three western 
rivers: the Jhelum, the Chenab, and the Indus. Construction of new 
dams, canals, and other irrigation works would ensure that neither 
country lost irrigation water in the process. 

During the April 30, 1959, National Security Council meeting, 
Undersecretary of State Douglas Dillon was upbeat about the possibil- 
ity of an Indus waters settlement.°° A member of a prominent New York 
banking family, former ambassador to France, and former undersecre- 
tary of state for economic affairs, Dillon had moved into the number 
two position at the State Department after Eisenhower appointed Chris- 
tian Herter to succeed the dying John Foster Dulles. Dillon sought and 
received the president’s formal approval for the United States to pro- 
vide half of the $1 billion needed for new construction projects envis- 
aged under the Indus waters accord. A pleased Eisenhower described 
the proposed expenditure as “one of our more worthwhile projects.” 


Should Pakistan Receive F-104s? 


In May 1959, a fresh arms supply issue arose after the Pakistanis asked 
for supersonic F-104 fighter aircraft. In justifying the request, Ayub 
stressed the problems that the U.S. intelligence facility at Badaber had 
caused for Pakistan. He told Ambassador Langley that the Soviet 
Union, China, and India, despite public denials, suspected that “the unit 
is an actual or potential launching site for missiles.” Foreign overflights 
of Pakistani territory had substantially increased and his country, Ayub 
asserted, needed the F-104s to counter this new threat.° 

The initial U.S. reaction was negative. Although Assistant Secretary 
Rountree made clear that the United States planned to continue military 
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aid after the 1954 commitment was fulfilled, he poured cold water on 
the idea of Pakistan’s receiving supersonic F-104s. This aircraft, he ar- 
gued, would be costly, be hard for the Pakistani air force to absorb, and 
probably cause New Delhi to seek a weapons system with similar ca- 
pabilities, triggering a new round of India-Pakistan arms competition.°° 

On the heels of the F-104 rebuff, testimony a month later during 
June 1959 congressional hearings by Dillon, Secretary of Defense 
McElroy, and Air Force Chief of Staff Gen. Thomas White, implying 
that Pakistan had too large a military establishment, angered Ayub. In a 
stiff public rejoinder, Pakistan’s president fired back: The “general 
feeling in [the] minds of influential people in [the] United States that 
Pakistan is keeping forces in excess [of] its requirements. . . is totally 
erroneous and based on an incorrect appreciation of [the] military 
requirements of Pakistan.” 

About to complete his assignment in Karachi, Ambassador Langley 
sourly cabled that the congressional testimony and Ayub’s reply once 
again underscored the need to clarify what the United States expected 
of Pakistan.® In fact, when Langley had complained a year earlier about 
Washington’s failure to spell out this out, Dillon had replied candidly: 
“The military role and value of the Pakistan army was dubious at best. 
In retrospect, it now appears clear that the military program in Pakistan 
was launched as a political measure designed to induce Pakistan to join 
regional security pacts. From a purely military standpoint, maintaining 
large armed forces in Pakistan cannot be justified””°° Dillon expressed 
a similar view during a July 30, 1959, briefing session for Rountree, 
who had been designated to succeed Langley in Karachi.®’ 

In the early months of 1959, policy differences between the State and 
Defense Departments made it difficult for an interagency working 
group to agree on a new arms-supply policy for the period after the com- 
pletion of the program contained in the October 1954 aide-mémoire. By 
the time Rountree was packing his bags to leave for Pakistan in mid- 
1959, a bureaucratic compromise was cobbled together. With a bow to 
the State Department, the new arms-supply policy called for a serious 
effort to get Pakistan to moderate its demands for military aid and to 
place priority on economic development. To satisfy the Pentagon, the 
new policy endorsed continued military aid “to protect U.S. investment 
in Pakistan” and to maintain the military forces developed as a result of 
U.S. help with “some modernization of equipment.”®® The key opera- 
tional question was how to define “some modernization.” In typically 
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opaque officialese, the interagency document stated, “In recognition of 
the need to maintain the excellence of the military units in Pakistan 
which we now support, it is our intention to provide military assistance 
to Pakistan which would logically include some modernization of 
equipment. This, however, should proceed in an orderly and gradual 
manner as a result of natural attrition and take into account absorptive 
capacity as well as financial limitations” 

For Karachi, this ambiguous formulation was far more welcome 
than the growing clamor on Capitol Hill against military aid to Pakistan 
and in favor of increased economic aid for India. This view was espe- 
cially strong among the Democrats, who scored a thumping victory in 
the 1958 congressional elections. Concern about both issues was at the 
top of Pakistani ambassador Aziz Ahmed’s agenda when he met with 
Dillon on July 31, 1959. Ayub had sent Ahmed, a senior civil servant 
and former officer of the Indian Civil Service under the Raj, to head the 
embassy in Washington shortly after assuming power. In discussing the 
military aid issue with Dillon, Ahmed employed more than a little 
hyperbole in asserting that the security threat in Asia was even graver 
than the threat to the peace caused by recent Soviet pressures over 
Berlin. Regarding economic aid to India, the envoy said that he was 
“perturbed” that Vice President Richard Nixon had joined Senator 
John F. Kennedy as a keynote speaker at a major conference to gener- 
ate support for helping India’s economic development.’ 

Dillon countered that even though the United States was increasing 
economic aid for India, Pakistan was receiving two or three times more 
assistance per capita than its neighbor. Washington was neither ignor- 
ing nor neglecting Pakistan, Dillon emphasized. The undersecretary 
stressed that pressure to reduce military assistance was rising in Con- 
gress. It was hard, Dillon asserted, to argue that aid to Vietnam, Korea, 
or Taiwan could be reduced, so “Pakistan was left as the only country 
which could provide a target for possible cuts.””’ 


Eisenhower Visits Pakistan 


Despite increasing frictions, both Washington and Karachi maintained 
the public posture that the two countries were warm friends and sturdy 
allies. This was underscored in December 1959 when Dwight Eisen- 
hower became the first U.S. president to visit Pakistan. Earlier, in the 
fall of 1959, Ayub Khan had announced measures designed to move his 
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country slowly toward greater public participation in government. He 
established a system of local councils, called “basic democracies,” 
elected by universal suffrage. In turn, the eighty thousand “basic 
democrats” became a national electoral college that would select a 
national assembly in 1962 and elect a president in 1965. 

Ayub also decided to shift the seat of government from Karachi. A 
new capital, which was to be named Islamabad, would be built 800 
miles north of Karachi, and about 15 miles away from the city of 
Rawalpindi, at the edge of the Margalla Hills, the first foothills of the 
Himalayas. Apart from a healthier climate and a strategically less ex- 
posed location, the new capital would enable Ayub to keep an eye on the 
army, his ultimate source of power, which had its headquarters in 
Rawalpindi. Ayub himself moved back into his old home in Rawalpindi, 
the commander-in-chief’s residence, which continued to house Pak- 
istani presidents until a new official mansion in Islamabad was com- 
pleted in the late 1970s. 

Over the next decade, the Pakistani government gradually shifted 
from Karachi as Islamabad took shape. Foreign embassies were 
among the last to move, not until the late 1960s. In the meantime, the 
Americans opened a small embassy office in 1960 in the cool hill sta- 
tion of Murree, six thousand feet above sea level; later they opened a 
larger one in Rawalpindi. With Ayub spending much of his time in the 
north—he intensely disliked Karachi—Ambassador Rountree and his 
successor, Walter McConaughy, found themselves shuttling back and 
forth between Pakistan’s old and new capitals during this transition 
period. 

When President Eisenhower left the United States for a three-week 
trip to South Asia and Europe in December 1959, he flew for the first 
time in Air Force One, the specially configured Boeing 707 jet aircraft 
that enabled the president to cover far greater distances in comfort than 
he could in propeller-driven aircraft. Even though Eisenhower wrote in 
his memoirs that India was the magnet that drew him to the subconti- 
nent,’” the president did not neglect U.S. ally Pakistan. When Air Force 
One landed at Karachi airport in mid-afternoon on December 7, 1959, 
the president was welcomed by a beaming Ayub Khan. The first visit to 
Pakistan by a serving U.S. president, especially one as popular as 
Eisenhower, was a major event.’? The two leaders drove the fifteen 
miles into downtown Karachi cheered by 750,000 flag-waving Pakista- 
nis. They then shifted into an open horse-drawn state carriage for the 
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final, mile-long ride through jammed city streets to reach Ayub’s 
official residence.” 

In wide-ranging talks that afternoon and the next day, the Pakistani 
leader painted a gloomy picture of the region’s security. Ayub doubted 
that any change in Soviet strategy was in the offing and urged America 
not to lower its guard. The Soviets were trying to penetrate Afghanistan 
and the Chinese were building air ee near the region. In time, Ayub 
feared, Afghanistan would pose a “grave threat to us all” and India 
might collapse. To meet this danger, the Pakistani leader stressed the 
view that India and his country needed to cooperate. It “would be fatal.” 
he declared, “if India and Pakistan should remain enemies. They [have] 
a common interest in the defense of the subcontinent.” Above all, Ayub 


Presidents Eisenhower and Mohammed Ayub Khan confer with aides during Eisen- 
hower’s visit to Karachi, December 1959. Seated on the left side of the table are, left 
to right, Foreign Minister Manzur Qadir, President Ayub, and Finance Minister 
Mohammed Shoaib. Across the table are, right to left, Ambassador to Pakistan William 
Rountree, President Eisenhower, and Undersecretary of State Robert Murphy. (Cour- 
tesy of the Dwight D. Eisenhower Library.) 
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emphasized, this required settlement of the Kashmir dispute. “A 
plebiscite was fine,” according to him, “but, if that is not possible, he 
was willing to consider any alternative” that ensured Pakistan, India, 
and the people of Kashmir “a stake in the area.”’° 

The Pakistani president urged the United States to use its “tremen- 
dous influence” on India to help find a Kashmir solution. “Massive” 
U.S. economic aid to India, Ayub argued, would be “disastrous” for 
Pakistan in the absence of a settlement. Economic aid simply permitted 
India to divert other funds for arms. ‘‘Nehru still want[s] Pakistan to re- 
main weak while India builds its strength,’ Ayub claimed. Eisenhower 
responded that he would talk about these matters in New Delhi but did 
not intend to negotiate on Kashmir. Although “he could do little more 
than urge Nehru to get together with Pakistan to try to work out the 
problem,’ Eisenhower said that he “saw great value in finding some 
way of finding a solution.”’® 

Ayub used the discussion of the Middle East as the framework in 
which to press for additional military assistance. When the Pakistani 
leader praised CENTO as a “shield” for the region and mentioned his 
desire for additional U.S. military equipment, Eisenhower responded 
that “these problems were very much in mind” and that “in Pakistan 
and Turkey we had sturdy allies.” In justifying the need for more U.S. 
arms help, Ayub emphasized the threat from China—rather ironic in 
view of subsequent close Sino-Pakistani security ties. “If Pakistan, for 
example,” Ayub warned, “did not receive American support it was in- 
evitable that the Chinese sooner or later would get it, as well as India.” 
In this context, Ayub raised the F-104 issue and stressed his strong de- 
sire that Pakistan receive the supersonic fighter. Eisenhower promised 
that he would review the issue and “give the matter further thought.’’’ 

With regard to neighboring Afghanistan, Pakistan’s president 
painted a bleak picture. Using a briefing map, he pointed to roads the 
Soviets were building “solely for their own strategic purpose.”’® The 
leadership in Kabul, especially Prime Minister Daoud, Ayub asserted, 
thought the Soviets would win the Cold War and therefore sought 
Moscow’s friendship. Soviet aid had become so significant that the 
Russians had virtually taken over Afghanistan. Although Daoud hoped 
to receive U.S. aid, Ayub, in keeping with his hard-line view, urged 
Eisenhower to tell the Afghans, ““We believe you have gone beyond the 
point of no return and unless you recover our support will be ended.” 
Eisenhower responded that the U.S. appraisal of the situation was less 
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gloomy. The president hoped that it would be possible “to try to do 
something” when he visited Afghanistan after his stay in Pakistan.” 

In addition to intensive official talks, Eisenhower had a busy time in 
Karachi. He greeted the two-thousand-strong American community at 
Rountree’s residence, briefly watched a cricket match between Pakistan 
and Australia, attended a civic reception, and accompanied Ayub on a 
helicopter ride over the Korangi refugee colony. One of the martial law 
regime’s proudest accomplishments, Korangi was the site of some 
thirty thousand small but adequate concrete homes built to house about 
a hundred thousand refugees from India, who had been languishing for 
a decade in squalid camps scattered around the city.*° 

From Karachi, Eisenhower flew to Kabul for a round of talks with 
Afghan leaders and that evening traveled to New Delhi to begin his 
four-day visit to India. In Afghanistan, Eisenhower found Daoud stub- 
born, parochial, and distrustful of the Pakistanis, but not “dumb,” as 
Ayub had called him. Daoud, the president concluded, felt the risk with 
the Soviets was “worthwhile taking” to exploit the “Russian willing- 
ness to assist Afghanistan’s economy and build up a military force.”®! 
Later in the trip, when Eisenhower met Francisco Franco in Madrid, he 
told the Spanish leader that Afghanistan wanted to remain neutral but 
he didn’t “see how this can be done” given the extent of Soviet aid.®” 
In reviewing the stop in Kabul with congressional leaders after return- 
ing to Washington, the president was less pessimistic, commenting that 
“the Afghans are a tough and independent people.”*” 

The high point of the South Asia trip came during Eisenhower’s stay 
in India, where he received a tumultuous welcome and had extensive 
talks with Prime Minister Nehru. During these, Nehru suggested that if 
Ayub agreed to a “no-war’ declaration, he would be less concerned 
about U.S. arms aid to Pakistan. Eisenhower promptly instructed Roun- 
tree to put the proposal to Ayub, stressing “the great opportunity this 
could give [Ayub] for the modernization of his army.’** As Rountree 
anticipated—since Nehru had proposed the no-war pledge in the past— 
Ayub rejected the suggestion. The Pakistani leader, according to Roun- 
tree’s cabled report, stated, “The effect . . . would be for the Pakistan 
public to assume that Pakistan had handed Kashmir to India on a silver 
platter” unless the no-war pact included a mechanism to address the 
dispute.®° 

Eisenhower’s trip to South Asia proved a great public relations suc- 
cess. Even if the president was unable to get India and Pakistan together 
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on the no-war pact, the visit simultaneously strengthened U.S. relations 
with the two antagonists, no mean achievement. Eisenhower was wildly 
cheered by massive crowds wherever he went. The people of South 
Asia Clearly “liked Ike.” In the case of Pakistan, although Eisenhower 
and Ayub differed in their assessments regarding India and Afghanistan, 
the two shared a similar perception of the communist threat and ap- 
peared very comfortable in dealing with each other. For his part, Ayub 
respected fellow soldier Eisenhower as the victorious Allied comman- 
der in Europe in World War II, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s 
first chief, and the leader of the postwar Western alliance. 

Eisenhower, in turn, gained a positive impression of Ayub. “So while 
some of our starry-eyed and academic types of liberals criticized Gen- 
eral Ayub when he seized power by a military coup,” he told Franco, 
“one can see everywhere in Pakistan improvements and a quite happy 
attitude.”*° In his memoirs, Eisenhower described Ayub as “an agree- 
able, intelligent and persuasive gentleman.” He liked the Pakistani 
leader’s candor and found him “pleasant and modest, but incistve— 
characteristics that gave an aura of credibility to his avowed purpose of 
steadily developing healthy democratic institutions in his country.”*’ 

In their discussions, however, the two leaders did not seriously ad- 
dress the future of U.S.-Pakistani military cooperation after the end of 
the initial phase of the partnership. The Pakistani request for the F-104s 
would not go away, despite muffled resistance from the Eisenhower 
administration. 


F-104s, the U-2, and Indus Waters 


Further review of the F-104 request during January and February of 
1960 did not change Washington’s mind, at least at first. Ambassador 
Rountree was informed that the new policy of “limited modernization” 
ruled out providing Pakistan with the supersonic aircraft.** But before 
the envoy received formal instructions to convey this final “no,” the 
U.S. government was to make a 180-degree turn on the issue. This 
change of heart caught the Washington working-level bureaucracy 
completely by surprise. 

State Department Pakistan desk officer William Spengler recalled 
going home on a Friday evening assuming that the telegram that he and 
his colleagues at the State and Defense Departments had cleared, de- 
finitively rejecting the F-104s, was on its way to the U.S. embassy in 
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Pakistan. But when he came to work the following Monday morn- 
ing, an astonished Spengler found that the outgoing telegram had 
approved—not disapproved—the supply of F-104s.°” Rountree, the 
March 3, 1960, cable instructed, was to tell Ayub that the favorable 
decision to “provide F-104s [was] based on Pakistan’s special military 
requirements.” Understandably pleased with the news, Ayub asked 
the ambassador to convey his great appreciation to President Eisen- 
hower, whose personal interest, Ayub presumed, had led to the change 
of heart.” | 

The relevant documents remain classified, yet from other sources 
and events occurring at the time we can put together what appears to 
have happened in the upper councils of the U.S. government. In reject- 
ing Pakistan’s long-standing F-104 request as contrary to the new arms- 
supply guidelines, Spengler and his colleagues were unaware of the 
key, although highly secret, Cold War links with Pakistan—the use of 
the Peshawar airport for U-2 flights and the true function of the Bad- 
aber facility. But the senior echelons of the U.S. government were 
aware and almost certainly concluded that providing the F-104s was the 
price the United States had to pay for Pakistan’s cooperation, in spite 
of the action’s inconsistency with the new arms policy and the in- 
evitable repercussions the move would have on relations with India. 

If receiving the F-104s pleased Ayub, the U-2 episode that was soon 
to follow was a far less happy affair. On May 7, 1960, as leaders of the 
United States, the Soviet Union, France, and Great Britain were about 
to gather for a long-awaited summit in Paris, Washington announced 
that a weather reconnaissance aircraft was lost after straying over the 
Soviet Union. Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev countered with a thun- 
derbolt: The Russians had shot down a U.S. spy plane and captured its 
pilot, Gary Powers. Addressing a meeting of the Supreme Soviet in 
Moscow, Khrushchev dramatically revealed the details of the U-2 
flight. “We warn those countries,” Khrushchev threatened, “that make 
their territory available for launching planes with anti-Soviet inten- 
tions: Do not play with fire, gentlemen! The governments of Turkey, 
Pakistan and Norway must be clearly aware that they are accomplices 
in this flight.””’ Increasing the pressure, Khrushchev cornered the Pak- 
istani ambassador during a Czech national day reception on May 9, 
1960. The Soviet party boss asked loudly, “Where is this place 
Peshawar? We have circled it in red on our maps.””° In the future, 
Khrushchev continued, “if any American plane is allowed to use 
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Peshawar as a base of operations against the Soviet Union, we will 
retaliate immediately.””* 

After first denying the charge, Eisenhower then made a clean breast 
and assumed responsibility for the U-2 flight. The world learned that 
Gary Powers had taken off from Pakistan to fly across the Soviet Union 
and land in Norway after photographing defense installations. When 
Ayub, who happened to be in London, was informed of events by the 
CIA station chief, he shrugged his shoulders and said that he had ex- 
pected this would happen at some point.”° In line with a prearranged 
understanding, State Department spokesperson Lincoln White asserted 
that the United States had used Pakistan’s territory for the flights with- 
out its permission or knowledge. In turn, the Pakistan government 
“protested” the U-2 flight which it said was not authorized.”° 

Confronted with shrill and public Soviet threats, Ayub needed to do 
more than shrug his shoulders. Trying to reassure his fellow citizens, 
he declared, “These harsh things have to be faced. If such a thing 
comes, Pakistan will not be alone.””’ The country, nonetheless, was 
shaken by Moscow’s threats. Ayub himself aired some of these con- 
cerns in a June 27, 1960, interview with Paul Grimes of the New York 
Times. Voicing doubts about U.S. steadiness under pressure, Pakistan’s 
president stated that America “appears cumbersome, sluggish and a 
clumsy juggernaut.”® 

The U-2 episode brought home to Pakistanis that alignment with the 
United States entailed risks and dangers as well as the benefits of 
military and economic aid. In his typically cautious manner, Ayub 
began to take some steps to reduce the possibilities of friction with 
neighboring China and to try to establish less-tense relations with the 
Soviet Union. In late 1959, even before the U-2 problem arose, Ayub 
had signaled to Beijing his interest in demarcating the several-hundred- 
mile-long Sino-Pakistani border in northern Kashmir. The Pakistani 
leader hoped to avoid India’s experience of tensions over conflicting 
frontier claims. At first, the Chinese turned a deaf ear and made no 
response to Ayub’s initiative.” 

Eisenhower’s term in the White House ended on a more positive note 
than the U-2 episode, after the World Bank was able to gain Indian and 
Pakistani agreement on the Indus waters accord. A beaming U.S. pres- 
ident began his September 7, 1960, press conference declaring, “In a 
very depressing world picture that we so often see there is one bright 
spot that seems to me worthy of mention and that is the settling of the 
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Indus River Water problem between India and Pakistan”’!°° On Sep- 
tember 19, 1960, Nehru formally signed the waters agreement in 
Karachi with Ayub and World Bank Vice President William Iliff, who 
had been the principal negotiator in the decade-long effort to resolve 
the dispute. The settlement called for construction of a series of new 
dams and canals to ensure that neither India nor Pakistan lost valuable 
irrigation water and both gained improved dam and canal facilities. The 
United States confirmed its willingness to provide half of the necessary 
funding. 


Exit Eisenhower 


When Dwight Eisenhower left the White House in January 1961, he 
was happy that U.S. ally Pakistan appeared to be getting on its feet 
under Ayub Khan and was beginning to make tangible economic 
progress. Pakistan also was moving, if slowly and gradually, from a mil- 
itary dictatorship toward the establishment of a more open political sys- 
tem. Although the Pakistanis remained extremely unhappy about grow- 
ing U.S. support for India’s economic development, the U.S.-Pakistan 
bilateral relationship seemed solid. 

The Americans were continuing a substantial economic and arms aid 
program, including the promised provision of the controversial F-104 
fighters. Despite the U-2 episode, Pakistan appeared to be a reliable 
member of the anticommunist team. U.S.-India relations had also be- 
come increasingly friendly during Eisenhower’s second term, as they 
improved from the low point reached following the decision to enter 
into an alliance relationship with Pakistan. 

On the surface, the Eisenhower administration had achieved the 
long-standing American goal of having good relations with both India 
and Pakistan. But in spite of appearances, the quicksands on which the 
security ties with Pakistan were based would become apparent during 
the presidency of Eisenhower’s successor. The response of John F. 
Kennedy to the 1962 Sino-Indian border conflict would unhinge the 
U.S.-Pakistan partnership. 


Kennedy: Alliance Troubles 


Pakistan closely followed the 1960 U.S. presidential elections. Karachi 
considered former vice president Richard Nixon, the Republican can- 
didate, a friend and feared that John F. Kennedy, his Democratic chal- 
lenger, would accelerate the policy shift toward India begun during 
President Eisenhower’s second term. As a senator from Massachusetts, 
Kennedy had sharply criticized John Foster Dulles’s penchant for 
military pacts with Third World states. In an influential October 1957 
Foreign Affairs article and a well-publicized March 25, 1958, Senate 
speech, Kennedy supported more cooperative relations with the nations 
of the “uncommitted world” and called for a major boost in economic 
assistance to India.’ A resolution endorsing increased aid for India, 
jointly sponsored by Kennedy and Senator John Sherman Cooper 
(R-Ky.), a former ambassador to New Delhi, was adopted by the Sen- 
ate in 1958 and by both houses of Congress in 1959. 

After Kennedy became president, Pakistan had more tangible 
grounds for concern. In his State of the Union address to Congress on 
January 30, 1961, Kennedy lauded the “soaring idealism” of Jawahar- 
lal Nehru, whom he praised as one of the great leaders of the twentieth 
century.” The new administration’s foreign policy and diplomatic ap- 
pointees were unusually knowledgeable about South Asia and, Karachi 
feared, biased toward India. Secretary of State Dean Rusk had served 
in the subcontinent during World War II and had dealt with the Kash- 
muir issue during the Truman administration. As Rusk’s deputy Kennedy 
named outspokenly pro-Indian Chester Bowles, former ambassador to 
New Delhi and a leading Democratic Party liberal. The assistant secre- 
tary for the Near East and South Asia was Phillips Talbot, the scholar- 
journalist who had reported on Pakistan’s and India’s independence for 
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the Chicago Daily News in 1947 and had later written his Ph.D. thesis 
on the Kashmir dispute.” 

As ambassador to India, Kennedy appointed his personal friend and 
prominent Harvard economist John Kenneth Galbraith. At the same 
time, he let William Rountree, the competent but bland career Foreign 
Service officer, stay on as envoy to Pakistan for over a year before re- 
placing him with another low-key career diplomat, China specialist 
Walter McConaughy. Robert Komer, a hard-charging former Central 
Intelligence Agency (CIA) analyst, handled South Asia for a reorga- 
nized, less structured, but more potent National Security Council 
(NSC) staff led by National Security Adviser McGeorge Bundy, an- 
other former Harvard professor. Komer favored closer ties with India 
and believed that the Eisenhower administration had blundered in pro- 
viding military assistance to Pakistan.* 

Kennedy himself remained interested and involved in South Asia 
throughout his presidency. Whereas Eisenhower, who also had paid 
considerable attention to the subcontinent, usually dealt at the level of 
high policy, Kennedy liked to plunge into the details. Reflecting his 
personal style, the new president frequently bypassed the normal bu- 
reaucratic chain of command to telephone State Department specialists, 
such as Talbot and his deputy, James P. Grant, to discuss current is- 
sues.” Kennedy held numerous operational sessions on the region with 
senior advisers from the NSC, the Departments of State and Defense, 
and the CIA. The door to the Oval Office was open to visitors from 
India and Pakistan, as well as to their ambassadors in Washington. 

Worried about a further shift in U.S. policy, President Ayub Khan sent 
his respected finance minister, Mohammed Shoaib, to Washington 
within weeks of Kennedy’s taking office.° On March 7, 1961, Shoaib 
presented the new president a short but pointed message from Ayub reaf- 
firming that Pakistan’s “destiny lies in friendship with the United 
States.”’ Kennedy responded positively and, ever curious, peppered the 
visitor with questions about Afghanistan, Iran, India, Pakistan’s relations 
with China and the Soviet Union, and its economic development plans.® 

Two weeks later, Democratic Party elder Averell Harriman, whom 
Kennedy had appointed as a roving ambassador, met Ayub in Karachi. 
'Pakistan’s president praised the new American administration, saying 
that he hoped it would redress the slippage in U.S. leadership during 
the final Eisenhower years (the Bay of Pigs disaster had yet to occur). 
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Although Ayub added that he did not oppose Kennedy’s desire for bet- 
ter relations with nonaligned countries, such as India, he urged Wash- 
ington to “maintain [the] distinction between [the nonaligned] and al- 
lies.” Ayub stressed that the “focal point of Pakistan’s policy continued 
to be friendship with” the United States but indicated that he was try- 
ing to establish more normal relations with China and also with the So- 
viet Union. The border talks with China that Pakistan had proposed, the 
Pakistani president stated, were intended to avoid trouble along the un- 
demarcated frontier, not to embarrass India.’ 

Ever since the U-2 incident, Ayub had been edging cautiously to in- 
crease Pakistan’s maneuvering space in the field of foreign policy and 
to reduce its near total dependence on the United States. Within the 
cabinet, the strongest advocate of this approach was young Zulfikar Ali 
Bhutto, appointed in 1958 as a token representative from the province 
of Sindh, where he belonged to a wealthy landowning family. Educated 
at the University of California at Berkeley and at Oxford, Bhutto soon 
won the president’s favor as one of the cabinet’s most intelligent, artic- 
ulate, and energetic members. He served creditably in a series of min- 
isterial posts—in the Ministries of Commerce and Industry, Natural 
Resources, and Information—but Bhutto’s passion was for foreign pol- 
icy and his immediate ambition was to succeed Manzur Qadir, who 
wanted to return to his law practice. In cabinet deliberations, Bhutto ar- 
gued that Pakistan’s interests would be served by the country’s being 
less slavishly pro-American and also contended that better relations 
with Moscow and Beijing would improve Karachi’s bargaining posi- 
tion vis-a-vis Washington. 

The leader of the “U.S. lobby” was Finance Minister Shoaib. Since 
Pakistan’s economic future heavily depended on continued and, if pos- 
sible, increased U.S. aid, Shoaib thought that foreign policy initiatives 
likely to antagonize the Americans, such as the proposal to invite the 
Soviets to explore for oil and gas in Pakistan, were a mistake. Although 
Ayub genuinely valued close ties with Washington and realized the es- 
sential role played by U.S. aid in Pakistan’s economic development, he 
ultimately gave Bhutto, then the natural resources minister, the green 
light to try to negotiate energy agreements with Moscow, a move that 
made Washington uneasy and was strongly opposed by Shoaib and his 
supporters within the bureaucracy.'° Later in 1961, Ayub agreed to an- 
other of Bhutto’s suggestions: that Pakistan shift its vote at the United 
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Nations to support seating the Chinese communists in the place of the 
Chinese EUs, an action that would greatly upset President 
Kennedy. "! 


Johnson Visits Pakistan; Ayub Comes to Washington 


In May 1961, Vice President Lyndon Johnson stopped in Karachi dur- 
ing a goodwill trip through Asia. To the bewilderment of Pakistani of- 
ficials accustomed to the conservative British style, J ohnson acted as if 
he were on an election campaign swing through Texas. Doffing his coat 
and tie, he stopped his motorcade several times during the drive into the 
city from the airport to wade into the crowd and shake hands with 
dumbfounded onlookers. His most publicized encounter was with a 
camel driver named Bashir Ahmed, who readily accepted the vice pres- 
ident’s invitation to “come and see us in America,”!* 

In Johnson’s talks with Ayub, and even in the public welcome, bilat- 
eral policy differences were evident. Pakistan’s president argued force- 
fully that the large U.S. economic aid program and India’s troubles 
with China gave the Americans leverage to force Nehru to the bargain- 
ing table on Kashmir. Johnson responded that Pakistan’s president “at- 
tributed to us a capacity to influence Nehru that [Johnson] was not sure 
we had.”’° At a public reception Karachi Municipal Corporation chair- 
man H. M. Habibullah, who spoke in Urdu, gave vent to mounting Pak- 
istani unhappiness by caustically criticizing U.S. policy on Kashmir 
and India. More in keeping with the diplomatic pablum normally dis- 
pensed on such occasions, the vice president ignored these barbs to 
voice pride that “the commitments of our alliances will be fully hon- 
ored on both sides.””* 

Despite the substantive discord, Johnson was taken with Ayub. In his 
report to Kennedy about the trip, he lauded Ayub as “the singularly 
most impressive and, in his way, responsible head of state encountered 
on the trip.” The vice president recommended that the U.S. “military 
should see how to improve the effectiveness and achieve modernization 
of Pakistan’s army.’ He gave Ayub credit for wishing “to resolve the 
Kashmir dispute to release Indian and Pakistani troops to deter the Chi- 
“nese rather than each other.”"” 

With regard to economic assistance, the new administration appeared 
lukewarm about Pakistan, in contrast to the early decision to substan- 
tially boost assistance to India to $1 billion annually. When the Pakistan 
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Vice President Lyndon B. Johnson shakes hands with camel driver Bashir Ahmed during 
Johnson’s visit to Karachi, May 1961. (Courtesy of the Lyndon Baines Johnson Library.) 


aid consortium organized by the World Bank met for the first time on 
June 5-7, 1961, the United States pledged only $150 million. The other 
major donors, Germany and Britain, made little more than token offers 
of $25 and $19.6 million, respectively, only a tenth of the amount they 
had put on the table at the earlier India aid consortium. To console a 
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downcast Finance Minister Shoaib, George Ball, the Chicago lawyer 
who had become undersecretary of state for economic affairs, advised 
that the United States was ready to increase its aid if other countries 
were willing to boost their assistance. Ball said that he hoped for better 
results at a second consortium session scheduled for later in the year.'° 
In July 1961, Ayub paid his first official visit to the United States as 
president of Pakistan. In keeping with his no-nonsense style, he sent a 
series of warning shots across Kennedy’s bow before departing from 
Karachi. Defining Pakistani feelings toward the United States as “not 
so much anger as disappointment,” Ayub warned about re-examining 
membership in the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) in an 
interview with Associated Press correspondent Jim Becker. “Can it be 
the United States is abandoning its good friends for people who may 
not prove such good friends?” he pointedly asked the journalist. '’ 
When Pakistan’s president passed through London, he stressed these 
concerns in talking with Prime Minister Harold Macmillan. Ayub said 


President John F. Kennedy and President Mohammed Ayub Khan en route to the White 
House, July 1961. (Courtesy of the John F. Kennedy Library.) 
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that he did not understand why the Americans “who were giving so 
much money to India could not create an area of stability in the sub- 
continent.” In the future, he cautioned the British leader, Pakistan might 
be forced leave the Western alliances unless the troubles with India 
were settled. Although Ayub was confident that he could manage things 
domestically in the short term, after political life resumed in 1962 
under a new constitution, he felt, “the pressure of public opinion on him 
would be irresistible.”’'® Ayub was presumably exaggerating in the ex- 
pectation that Macmillan would pass on the message to Washington, 
but in time his gloomy prognosis proved to be not far off the mark. 
On the defensive because of the Bay of Pigs fiasco and an unsuc- 
cessful Vienna summit with the Soviets, the Kennedy administration 
wanted the Ayub visit to be a success. The U.S. president’s welcom- 
ing remarks at Andrews Air Force Base on July 11, 1961, were no- 
tably warmer than the visitor’s. Kennedy even went so far as to laud 


President Ayub receives a bust of George Washington from the head of the Mount 
Vernon Ladies Association just before the state dinner at Mount Vernon, July 1961. 
(Courtesy of the John F. Kennedy Library.) 
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Pakistan’s nonexistent help during the Korean War. To provide a spe- 
cial cachet, the U.S. president hosted a glittering dinner for Ayub at 
Mount Vernon. This was the first time that George Washington’s home 
had been used to fete a foreign head of state.'? Ironically, Pakistani 
ambassador Aziz Ahmed was initially upset over the idea of the state 
dinner’s not being at the White House. According to Phillips Talbot, it 
took much persuasion to convince the reluctant envoy that a function 
at Mount Vernon would generate much greater interest and publicity 
than a normal White House affair.~° 

Along with the Mount Vernon dinner, a public high point of Ayub’s 
stay in Washington was his address before a friendly joint session of 
Congress.~' Speaking forcefully and with undiplomatic bluntness, Pak- 
istan’s president cautioned the legislators not to grow weary of giving 
foreign aid: “I would like to suggest that you had better not get tired at 
this point.” To conclude his speech, Ayub stressed Pakistan’s reliability 
as an ally. “If there is real trouble,” he declared, “there is no other coun- 
try in Asia where you will be able to even put your foot in. The only 
people who will stand by you are the people of Pakistan.””* 

In extensive private discussions, Ayub hammered away at the threat 
his country faced from India. Although Kennedy agreed to support Pak- 
istan on Kashmir at the United Nations if upcoming talks with Nehru 
failed to advance prospects of a settlement, the U.S. president refused 
to use economic assistance to India as a lever on Kashmir. America did 
not give aid, Kennedy said, in the expectation of getting “Nehru’s sup- 
port on the items that were vital to” the United States, but because it 
was in everyone’s interest that India not collapse. A disappointed Ayub 
countered that Nehru “had to come to the U.S. He had no maneuver- 
ability left. . . . Why could the U.S. not see that?”*” 

Worried by reports that the Kennedy administration was thinking of 
giving military assistance to India, Ayub warned that this “would force 
his country out of the pacts and alliances and everything.”** Kennedy 
denied that he was considering this, adding that he would talk with 
Ayub if he ever thought of providing arms to the Indians. The memo- 
randum of the conversation, drafted by Assistant Secretary Talbot, 
stated, “If, sometime a situation, such as impending war with China, 
should arise that would cause the Indians to come to the U.S. for mili- 
tary aid, we would talk with Pakistan and see what was the best course 
of action. However, there was no intention now to give India military 
aid. If there should be a change in U.S. policy, President Kennedy 
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would talk with President Ayub first.”*° (Unsurprisingly, Kennedy’s 
failure to consult with Ayub before giving arms to India in November 
1962 deeply offended the Pakistani leader.) 

The two presidents sharply disagreed about Chinese representation 
at the United Nations. When Foreign Minister Qadir advised that Pak- 
istan would be changing its position to vote in favor of seating the 
communists in the upcoming session of the UN General Assembly, 
Kennedy was extremely unhappy. Losing the China vote at the United 
Nations would be “terrible,” he declared. Showing great sensitivity to 
the long-standing Republican Party charge that the Democrats had “lost 
China,” the president, with more than a little exaggeration, called this 
problem “the most important issue in our generation in the U.S.” 

Ayub found more sympathy in discussing bilateral economic aid. 
Kennedy confirmed that the United States was ready to increase sub- 
stantially its assistance pledge at the next World Bank Pakistan consor- 
tium session. The U.S. Agency for International Development (AID) 
subsequently offered $500 million over a two-year period. After Ayub 
explained how poor drainage in West Pakistani irrigation systems was 
causing great damage and reducing agricultural production, Kennedy 
said that he would send experts to see what could be done.”’ A high- 
level team visited Pakistan and prepared a comprehensive plan to attack 
the problem. AID then played a major role in funding a large-scale and 
generally successful project to improve the irrigation system. 

Ayub’s trip was a considerable success. In Washington and other 
places that he visited, including an overnight stay at Vice President 
Lyndon Johnson’s ranch in Texas, the Pakistani leader firmed up his 
country’s credentials as a loyal, if demanding, ally. Even though critical 
of aspects of U.S. policy, Ayub made “a favourable impression on the 
president, the administration, the public and the press,” the British em- 
bassy reported to London, adding that his “frank, forceful manner and 
breezy no nonsense attitude” went over well.*® Assistant Secretary 
Talbot echoed this view, commenting that Ayub had convinced 
Kennedy that he was not just concerned about India but was sincerely 
interested in promoting his country’s economic development.” 

The Indians, as often has been the case, helped Pakistan’s standing 
with the Americans. Veteran U.S. baiter Krishna Menon, India’s de- 
fense minister since 1957, continued to hurl verbal barbs at Washing- 
ton throughout this period. Although much less offensive than the vit- 
riolic Menon, Nehru himself proved unwilling to cooperate to any 
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marked extent with the Kennedy administration in dealing with critical 
issues like Southeast Asia, nuclear testing, or the status of Berlin. When 
the Indian prime minister paid a much-anticipated visit to the United 
States in November 1961, Kennedy and others found him listless and 
often noncommunicative. Washington’s disappointment about India’s 
seizure by force of the Portuguese colonial enclave of Goa in Decem- 
ber 1961 provided a further indirect boost for Pakistan.” 

If Ayub impressed Kennedy and his colleagues, Pakistan’s president 
was less taken with his U.S. counterpart. Ayub had been able to talk with 
Eisenhower as one soldier to another and greatly respected him as Amer- _ 
ica’s foremost World War I] commander, whose worldview Ayub basi- 
cally shared. It was much less so with Kennedy. Ayub found the young 
president unsure of his grasp, lonely, and “‘surrounded by too many theo- 
reticians.”” Kennedy’s handling of the Bay of Pigs episode seemed weak 
and hesitant to the no-nonsense Pakistani. Most of all, the U.S. presi- 
dent’s interest in bettering relations with India set Ayub’s teeth on edge. 


Fresh Trouble over Afghanistan and Kashmir 


During the state visit, Pakistan’s president also discussed his country’s 
troubled relations with Afghanistan. Ayub told Kennedy that he held the 
ruling family, other than the king himself, in contempt. Asserting that 
the Kabul regime had mortgaged its future to the Soviets, Ayub urged 
the United States to adopt a tough line. Like Eisenhower, Kennedy did 
not agree, arguing that this approach would only push the Afghans 
closer to the Soviet camp.” 

Fresh and serious trouble arose in the fall of 1961 as a result of 
cross-border raids into Pakistan by Afghan tribesmen. Ayub responded 
by shutting Afghanistan’s consulates and trade offices in Peshawar and 
Quetta, which, he charged, had become centers of subversion. In retal- 
iation, Kabul broke off diplomatic relations, closed the border, and sus- 
pended transit trade with Pakistan.*> These moves effectively cut land- 
locked Afghanistan off from most of the world, leaving it dependent on 
transportation links with the Soviet Union, except for extremely limited 
access through Iran. 

In keeping with the activist spirit of his New Frontier, Kennedy of- 
fered U.S. good offices to Afghanistan’s King Zahir and to Ayub and 
dispatched veteran diplomat Livingston Merchant, ambassador to 
Canada and former assistant secretary of state for Far Eastern affairs, as 
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a special envoy.’ During a meeting with Merchant before he left for 
South Asia, Kennedy realistically judged the problem “difficult and 
complicated.”*? That did not, however, deter him from trying to tackle it. 

When Merchant arrived in Pakistan, President Ayub said that al- 
though he was willing to reopen the Afghan trade offices, he would not 
allow the consulates back. He urged the American diplomat to “beat 
some sense into [the] bloody minds of the Afghan Royal family.” In 
Kabul, Prime Minister Sardar Mohammed Daoud, the king’s cousin, 
denied that the Afghans were, in effect, blockading themselves, but re- 
fused to budge on trade unless Pakistan agreed to reopen the Afghan 
consulates. As neither side backed down, Merchant returned to Wash- 
ington empty-handed. Even though he criticized Ayub’s approach, Mer- 
chant found it difficult to exert “what Pak[istanis] would regard as ex- 
cessive pressure” on “an ally which is staunch and now cooperates in 
an area vital to our own security [referring to the Badaber intelligence 
facility].”*° 

The year 1962 saw major institutional changes in Pakistan. On 
March 1, Ayub lifted martial law and promulgated a new constitution, 
which he described as “a blending of democracy with discipline.” The 
basic law gave the president strong executive powers and established a 
weak national legislature. During the martial law years, 1958-62, Ayub 
had shown himself as a confident and steady leader. He would become 
more hesitant and less comfortable, even though he retained the pre- 
ponderance of power, under the new constitution. After pressure built 
up, Ayub reluctantly agreed to permit political parties and then became 
the head of the reconstituted Pakistan Muslim League, the progovern- 
ment grouping.” 

One of the party’s deputy leaders was Bhutto, who proved far more 
skillful and adept at the game of politics than was Ayub. Although frus- 
trated in his ambition of becoming foreign minister (the president 
named former prime minister Mohammed Ali Bogra to succeed Qadir), 
Bhutto was gaining popularity as strongly nationalist, fiercely anti- 
India, increasingly critical of the United States, and in favor of closer 
ties with China. At the same time, the young Sindhi politician was care- 
ful to cultivate cordial relations with Ayub. When the president asked 
for advice on how to ensure that he remained securely senior in rank to 
other army generals, Bhutto cleverly suggested that Ayub appoint him- 
self a field marshal. Calling the idea “brilliant,” General Mohammed 
Ayub Khan became Field Marshal Mohammed Ayub Khan.*® 
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Meanwhile as 1962 began, the Kennedy administration for the first 
time had to deal with the nettlesome Kashmir problem. After Nehru had 
refused to budge on the issue when he and Kennedy met in November 
1961, Pakistan decided to raise Kashmir once more in the UN Security 
Council. Washington faced the unpleasant prospect of an acrimonious 
debate that was sure to cause fresh friction with the Indians, especially 
as Kennedy had agreed to support Pakistan. In the hope of sidestepping 
the problem, the administration proposed that former World Bank pres- 
ident Eugene Black serve as a mediator.’ In theory, Black was a good 
choice. Thanks to the bank’s role in promoting economic development 
and in the successful negotiation of the Indus waters treaty, he was fa- 
miliar with India-Pakistan issues and enjoyed good rapport with the 
leaders of the two countries. 

Ayub neaaily accepted Black as a mediator. Nehru, however, rejected 
the proposal.*’ As a result, in mid-1962, Kashmir was again on the 
agenda of the Security Council. At U.S. urging and with the support of 
Pakistan, Ireland introduced a mildly worded resolution that called on 
India and Pakistan to enter into direct negotiations. In the face of a 
fierce diplomatic onslaught by India’s Krishna Menon, no other coun- 
try was willing to cosponsor the resolution. When even Dublin began 
to get cold feet, it took a personal telephone call from Kennedy to the 
Irish ambassador in Washington to put things back on track. The UN 
debate predictably led nowhere. At India’s behest, the Soviet Union ve- 
toed the resolution on June 22, 1962. The United States had, however, 
kept its promise to support the Pakistanis.“! 

Ayub also achieved a measure of satisfaction on his proposal for bor- 
der negotiations with the Chinese. After Pakistan switched its vote on 
the China representation question in the 1961 UN session, Beijing 
agreed to commence bilateral talks. Since the area of Pakistan that bor- 
dered China was part of disputed Kashmir, New Delhi criticized both 
the Chinese and the Pakistanis for starting discussions about territory 
that India claimed as its own. Negotiations began in Beijing in May 
1962 but made no progress. The respective Chinese and Pakistani bor- 
der claims were far apart. Neither side was ready at this point to put a 
serious counterproposal on the table.** 

In Washington, Kennedy’s underlying skepticism about the Pakistan 
security relationship surfaced during a June 19, 1962, meeting with ad- 
visers about another upsetting South Asia problem: the possible pro- 
curement of Soviet MiG fighter aircraft by the Indian air force, a proposal 
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strongly backed by Defense Minister Krishna Menon. During the dis- 
cussion, Kennedy ruled out offering F-104 jet fighters to India as a sub- 
stitute for MiGs because of certain Pakistani and likely U.S. congres- 
sional opposition and made clear that he was “dubious about giving more 
jets to the Pakistanis regardless of what happened.” 

When George McGhee, whom Dean Rusk had brought back to the 
State Department, proposed that the United States guarantee Pakistan’s 
security against India if the West supplied jet fighters to New Delhi, 
Kennedy rejected the idea. He told his advisers that he was “extremely 
reluctant” to give any new commitments to Pakistan. Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of State James Grant, who was sitting in for his boss, Phillips 
Talbot, commented, “Our main objective in supplying such security re- 
assurances to Pakistan was to forestall their ‘doing something’ to our 
Peshawar [Badaber] facilities 1n retaliation for what they regarded as 
pro-India U.S. actions.” Kennedy was unmoved.” 


Further Kennedy-Ayub Talks 


The U.S. president met a second time with Ayub Khan in the fall of 
1962 when the Pakistani leader came to the United States to attend the 
UN session. Accompanied by aides, the two leaders talked for several 
hours on September 24, 1962, at Hammersmith Farm, Jacqueline 
Kennedy’s family home in Newport, Rhode Island. Ayub reiterated his 
familiar refrain that large-scale U.S. economic aid to India posed a se- 
curity threat to Pakistan by permitting New Delhi to divert resources to 
build up its military and to adopt a “tougher, more unyielding attitude 
toward Pakistan on Kashmir.’ Kennedy once more refused to use eco- 
nomic assistance as a lever to press India to negotiate on Kashmir. 
Withholding aid would not only undermine India’s prospects, the U.S. 
president declared, “but might be seriously prejudicial to the security 
and stability of the entire subcontinent.” 

For his part, Kennedy zeroed in on Afghanistan, where relations with 
Pakistan remained strained; the border between the two countries con- 
tinued to be closed. Stressing his concern about growing Soviet influ- 
ence in Kabul, the American chief executive commented, “The break 
with Pakistan had accelerated the adverse trend.” As pessimistic as ever 
about Afghanistan, Ayub responded that the prospects in Kabul were 
bleak as long as the current leaders remained in power. In order to re- 
duce Afghan dependence on the Soviets, Kennedy offered to finance 
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the extension of railway lines from Pakistan into Afghanistan and urged 
the temporary reopening of Afghan trade offices. Ayub was agreeable 
to a cross-border rail link near Quetta but had doubts about the need or 
feasibility of one near Peshawar.” 

After Ayub showed reluctance to allow the return of Afghan offi- 
cials to Pakistan, Kennedy countered: if America could control com- 
munist consulates in New York, he failed to see how “with various 
safeguards” a small Afghan consulate in Peshawar “could create seri- 
ous difficulties, or threaten Pakistan security.’ Kennedy urged Ayub to 
view the issue “from a broad standpoint, bearing in mind the very large 
stakes involved.” The Pakistani president finally agreed “rather reluc- 
tantly” to consider allowing the Afghan “tentacles” across the border 
and to a meeting between Pakistani and Afghan foreign ministers in 
New York.*° 

Following the talk with Kennedy, Ayub traveled to Washington to 
meet other U.S. government leaders. He also found time for a well- 
publicized afternoon of horseback riding with Jacqueline Kennedy in 
the rolling hills near the president’s weekend home in Middleburg, 
Virginia. Mrs. Kennedy made a point of riding Sardar, the handsome 
stallion that Ayub had presented her during the first lady’s highly suc- 
cessful goodwill trip to South Asia earlier in the year. 

By the autumn of 1962, U.S.-Pakistan relations had attained a some- 
what unsteady equilibrium. Although the Kennedy administration’s in- 
creased attention and economic aid to India continued to annoy Ayub, 
he kept his upset within bounds. Indeed, the complaint that American 
aid to India was harming Pakistan proved a helpful lever in prying more 
economic assistance out of Washington. After the unpromising begin- 
ning at the Pakistan consortium’s June 1961 meeting, the level of 
pledges had risen dramatically, from $320 million to $945 million. The 
United States played a key role in pressing other countries to increase 
their assistance programs.”’ 

Military aid to Pakistan was also continuing at a level of about $50 
million annually, in line with the arms policy adopted in 1959 by the 
Eisenhower administration. In the United States, Pakistan’s and Ayub’s 
prestige remained high, especially on Capitol Hill and among the U.S. 
military and intelligence communities. Talbot commented that no one 
in the administration was interested in losing the Badaber communica- 
tions intercept facility, which U.S. intelligence officials continued to 
consider of great value.**® 
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President Ayub and First Lady Jacqueline Kennedy stand beside Sardar, the horse that 
Ayub gave to Mrs. Kennedy, Middleburg, Virginia, September 1962. (Courtesy of the 
John F. Kennedy Library.) 


Bilateral relations might have remained in balance had it not been 
for the Sino-Indian clash in the Himalayas in October-November 1962. 
Although the fighting caught observers by surprise, trouble between 
India and China had been brewing for several years. The Sino-Indian 
friendship of the mid-1950s had dissolved after New Delhi and Bejing 
began an acrimonious dispute over exactly where their Himalayan bor- 
ders lay. Once Nehru acknowledged in 1959 that armed clashes had 
taken place, Indian public opinion demanded that he vigorously defend 
New Delhi’s frontier claims. The Tibetan revolt and the flight of the 
Dalai Lama to India, also in 1959, had intensified frictions. In late 
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1961, New Delhi imprudently adopted a “forward policy,” establishing 
military posts behind Chinese positions in the mountains. Although 
Beijing initially did not react, after July 1962 Chinese forces stiffened 
their posture along the disputed borders. 


The Sino-Indian Border War 


On October 12, 1962, in offhand remarks to reporters, Nehru stated, 
“Our instructions are to free our territory. I cannot fix the date [when 
that will happen]; that is entirely for the Army.”*’ A week later, it was 
China that fixed the date when its forces attacked along the disputed 
frontier. After Indian military posts rapidly collapsed, the political ef- 
fect in New Delhi was shattering: Krishna Menon was fired as defense 
minister; India put out feelers for Western military aid; nonalignment 
seemed in shreds. 

The Himalayan border war coincided with the Cuban missile crisis, 
the tensest moment of the Cold War. Despite the fact that President 
Kennedy and top advisers were preoccupied with the nuclear con- 
frontation with the Soviet Union, South Asia specialists focused quickly 
on the policy implications of the Sino-Indian conflict. Always fast off 
the mark, NSC staff member Robert Komer saw “a golden opportunity 
for a major gain in our relations with India.” He urged a positive re- 
sponse to Indian feelers for arms aid and pressure on Ayub to provide 
reassurances to New Delhi so that the latter would feel secure in shift- 
ing its military resources to the conflict with China.°’ On October 26, 
1962, Deputy National Security Adviser Carl Kaysen sought Kennedy’s 
blessing to provide military assistance to India if requested and to urge 
Ayub to make a significant gesture, “for example, breaking off in a pub- 
lic way his own negotiations with the Chinese about the border.””’ 

That same day, halfway around the globe, Ambassador McConaughy 
urged Ayub to make “‘a positive gesture of sympathy and restraint’ to- 
ward India. Even a private assurance against “any . . . diversionary 
move” by the Pakistani government, the U.S. envoy asserted, would 
make the Indians “more tractable and flexible” on Kashmir. Ayub 
“testily” assured the ambassador that Pakistan would do nothing to 
hamper the Indians, but flatly reyected sending a rnessage to Nehru as 
not “helpful or necessary.’ Making clear that he had little sympathy for 
the Indians, whom he thought had acted rashly and unwisely, Pakistan’s 
president said that, as a military man, he did not believe the Chinese 
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were mounting a major campaign, since winter snows would soon block 
the mountains. In turn, Ayub urged the United States to take advantage 
of the situation to press the Indians to settle the Kashmir dispute.” 

In rebuffing McConaughy’s suggestion that he show some sympathy 
to the Indians, Ayub was reflecting Pakistani public opinion. Far from 
having understanding for India’s plight, Pakistanis were delighted by 
the bloody nose that the Chinese had administered their foes. [f any- 
thing, Ayub’s information adviser Altaf Gauhar recalled, the Pakistani 
chief was under pressure to exploit India’s difficulties to his country’s 
advantage by launching a military attack against Kashmir.” 

After meeting McConaughy, Ayub headed north into the Himalayas 
to visit the isolated and mountainous state of Hunza, along the disputed 
frontier with China. On October 27, 1962, Kennedy sent a message to 
inform Ayub of his decision to provide military assistance to India. This 
communication assessed the Chinese threat as major and urged Ayub 
to tell Nehru “that he can count on Pakistan’s taking no action on the 
frontiers to alarm India.’ The State Department further instructed 
McConaughy to suggest that Pakistan adjourn the border talks with 
China and tone down pro-Chinese coverage in the Pakistani press. The 
telegram stated sternly that, as in the Cuban missile crisis, “We expect 
our allies. . . will do all they can to meet the Communist challenge.””* 

Although McConaughy tried to deliver Kennedy’s letter in person to 
distant Hunza, Ayub, perhaps sensing the contents, told Foreign Minis- 
ter Bogra to receive the message in Rawalpindi. For Pakistan, the key 
passage, and the red flag, was word of the decision to provide India 
with military aid. In the desire to respond rapidly to New Delhi’s plea 
for help, the top echelon of the U.S. administration had overlooked 
Kennedy’s promise to consult with Ayub before taking such a step.” 
Even though Pakistani opposition would not have changed Kennedy’s 
mind, his failure to consult the Pakistani “deeply offended” Ayub, a 
Pathan with a strong belief in the value of a personal pledge. Ambas- 
sador McConaughy believed that the Pakistani leader never forgave 
Kennedy for not keeping his word.*° 

A week later, after Ayub returned from the mountains, he discussed 
the proposed reply to Kennedy with the U.S. envoy. The message, Ayub 
stated, would reaffirm his belief that China’s military aims were lim- 
ited, would complain about the U.S. president’s failure to consult, es- 
pecially as the “situation which has arisen is exactly that envisaged in 
[the] understanding as calling for advance consultation,” and would 
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reject with “obvious personal hurt” pressure to make a gesture toward 
India. Pakistan’s leader said that he interpreted this as a “demonstration 
[that the] U.S. [was] not sympathetic with, nor understanding of [the 
Pakistani] position and essential interests.’”>’ 

In an effort to reduce the damage and after receiving authorization 
from Washington, McConaughy “formally reiterated to Ayub our 
past . . . assurances of our assistance in [the] event [of] aggression 
against Pakistan from India. . . and handed him an aide-mémoire to 
that effect.”°® The aide-mémoire stated, “The Government of the 
United States of America reaffirms its previous assurances to the Gov- 
ernment of Pakistan that it will come to Pakistan’s assistance in the 
event of aggression from India.’ A pleased Ayub responded, “It would 
be helpful if the assurances were made public.’ Two weeks later, the 
State Department released a watered-down version of the aide- 
mémoire, which mirrored the pledge that President Eisenhower had 
given India when he announced U.S. arms assistance for Pakistan in 
1954.°° Even though Pakistan had privately received the assurance of 
U.S. help against an Indian attack that it had vainly sought from the 
Eisenhower administration, the pledge, especially when coupled with 
the weaker public statement, failed to allay the emotionally negative re- 
action to the decision to provide military aid to India. 

The response to Kennedy, which Ambassador Aziz Ahmed delivered 
on November 12, 1962, was tough. Turning to the U.S. request for Pak- 
istani assurances to India, Ayub wrote, “I am surprised that such a re- 
quest is being made to us. . . . No, Mr. President, the answer to this 
problem lies elsewhere. It lies in creating a situation whereby we are 
free from the Indian threat, and the Indians are free from any appre- 
hensions about us. This can only be done if there is a settlement of the 
question of Kashmir.” Ayub termed “regrettable” the lack of consulta- 
tion “in light of the promise that [Kennedy had been] good enough to 
make.” Regarding the U.S. promise that arms supplied to India would 
not be used against Pakistan, Ayub wrote with a touch of sarcasm, 
“This is very generous of you, but knowing the sort of people we are 
dealing with, whose history is a continuous tale of broken pledges. . . 
the arms now being obtained by India from you for use against China 
will undoubtedly be used against us at the very first opportunity.’ De- 
spite the letter’s harsh tone, Kennedy responded in a measured way to 
Ahmed: “We understand the problem of Kashmir. Possibly out of this 
will come some settlement. [I] can also understand Ayub’s feeling that 
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what is happening to India is [the] result of its own foolish policies. On 
the other hand, [the] U.S. cannot stand by idly while China tries to ex- 
pand its power in Asia.” 

The Pakistani ambassador emphasized that the entire political spec- 
trum in Pakistan was opposed to U.S. military aid to India and to of- 
fering New Delhi any assurances. Kennedy countered that the “ques- 
tion of assurances is [a] matter for Pakistani decision, but [the] U.S. is 
interested in stopping the advance of Communism in Asia.” 

Although the Kennedy administration realized that it was in for a 
tough time with Pakistan, Washington underestimated how tough it 
would be. U.S. officials thought the troubles could be weathered, be- 
lieving that American military and economic aid was too important for 
Pakistan to risk a crisis over military aid to India. As Komer wrote in a 
November 12, 1962, memo to Kennedy. “The Pakistani[s] are going 
through a genuine emotional crisis. . . . Whether Pakistan moves from 
words to action depends on whether it is willing to risk its relationship 
with the U.S. Ayub probably isn’t, but he may be a prisoner of Pak[i- 
stani] public emotions in this case. I am convinced, however, [that] in 
the last analysis the Pak[istanis] will realize that they get far too much 
from their U.S. tie to be able to do without it’ 

For several weeks, there was a lull in the fighting between India and 
China in the border region. This ended abruptly on November 14, 1962, 
when the Chinese struck again. Brushing aside Indian resistance, Chi- 
nese forces advanced rapidly toward the plains of Assam. On Novem- 
ber 19, 1962, near panic reigned in New Delhi as much of eastern India 
seemed vulnerable to the Chinese. That day Nehru wrote Kennedy to 
request direct and substantial military help. He asked for two squadrons 
of B-47 bombers and for accelerated training for Indian pilots so they 
could use the aircraft to bomb the Chinese in Tibet. The prime minister 
further requested that the U.S. Air Force send twelve squadrons of 
supersonic fighters manned by American crews to protect Indian cities 
and installations against possible Chinese air attacks. Describing the 
situation as “really desperate” and dropping any pretense of nonalign- 
ment, Nehru expressed confidence that “your great country will in this 
hour of trial help us in our fight for survival and for the survival of free- 
dom and independence in this sub-Continent as well as the rest of 
Asia 

Before President Kennedy had time to decide how to reply to Nehru’s 
startling request, the Chinese unexpectedly announced a cease-fire and 


134 Kennedy: Alliance Troubles 


withdrew their forces to roughly the frontier line that Beiing had ear- 
lier proposed as a compromise settlement. The action was a shrewd 
move, underscoring that China’s aims in the border conflict were, in 
fact, limited—as Ayub had asserted. But all this was not clear at the 
time. Kennedy decided to send a high-level team headed by Averell 
Harriman to the subcontinent. The British dispatched a parallel mission 
led by Commonwealth Relations Secretary Duncan Sandys. In contrast 
to Dulles and Eisenhower, Kennedy and Rusk cooperated closely with 
the British regarding India and Pakistan. For its part, London was eager 
for a chance to demonstrate that Britain still had a significant interna- 
tional role to play after the Suez debacle. 

As Harriman’s plane was winging its way toward the subcontinent, 
Pakistan’s National Assembly was holding a closed-door session on the 
South Asia situation. According to press reports, Ayub took a hard line 
on India, telling the parliamentarians on November 21, 1963, that the 
threat from “Hindu imperialism” was greater than that from interna- 
tional communism. Even though he hinted at a foreign policy shift and 
downplayed the significance of the Central Treaty Organization 
(CENTO) and SEATO, the Pakistani president reportedly balanced this 
by expressing appreciation for American military and economic aid. 

Signaling the importance that he attached to the mission, Kennedy 
sent personal instructions. “I do not want to push Ayub so hard to get 
his back up,” the president cabled Harriman, but the latter should make 
clear that Kennedy could no longer disregard a basic U.S.-Pakistan dif- 
ference about what the alliance meant. America would proceed to help 
India. Pakistan should accept that fact. The United States was ready to 
do all it could to bring about India-Pakistan reconciliation, but Ayub 
needed to help. Regarding China, Pakistan “must realize that there are 
certain limits which should not be overstepped if a fruitful Pak-U.S. 
relationship can continue.””° 


Negotiations on Kashmir 


When Harriman and Sandys met Ayub Khan on November 28, 1962, 
after they had talked with Nehru in New Delhi, the Pakistani leader 
readily agreed to Kashmir negotiations with India. In the discussions, 
he also appeared to agree that a plebiscite was not the best way to set- 
tle the dispute and that Pakistan could not expect to receive all of the 
Kashmir Valley.°’ The next evening, Harriman and Ayub met alone 


Kennedy: Alliance Troubles 133 


while Sandys was in New Delhi to talk further with Nehru. In dis- 
cussing Kashmir, Ayub commented that he “understood that any fair 
settlement would be unpopular in both countries.” When Harriman 
brought up the subject of Pakistan’s relations with China and warned 
against a nonaggression pact, about which the Americans had heard ru- 
mors, Ayub replied, “It was unthinkable for him to do such a thing.”°*® 

Meanwhile, Nehru nearly scuttled the negotiations before they 
started by stating in the Indian parliament on November 30, 1962, that 
any change in the status of Kashmir would be “very bad for the people 
there.” After Sandys hurriedly flew back to New Delhi, he persuaded 
Nehru to issue a clarification denying that he was imposing any condi- 
tions on the talks.© Harriman’s trip report to Kennedy, however, was 
gloomy about the prospects for success. The trouble, Harriman wrote, 
was that terms for a settlement acceptable to Pakistan were unaccept- 
able to India.’” On December 3, 1962, when Harriman reviewed his trip 
with the NSC Executive Committee, he appraised the chances of suc- 
cessful Kashmir negotiations as “quite remote.””! 

Despite this unpromising outlook, Kennedy agreed to engage U.S. 
influence in support of the talks. In effect, he accepted the view of As- 
sistant Secretary Talbot that the Sino-Indian conflict had sufficiently 
shaken the subcontinent to offer some chance for a Kashmir settlement. 
Failure to reach an accord, Talbot believed, would ensure that India and 
Pakistan would remain enemies for decades to come.”” The fact that the 
risk of failure was high did not deter the Kennedy administration, with 
its activist, can-do frame of mind. 

Just before the Kashmir talks got under way, the president sent let- 
ters of encouragement to Ayub and Nehru. Neither’s response was en- 
couraging. Ayub reiterated his view that Washington should use arms 
aid as a lever to press for Indian concessions.’° In an even less upbeat 
reply, Nehru wrote, “To give up the valley to Pakistan, or to counte- 
nance its internationalization [poses] political and strategic problems 
for India which [render] such solutions impossible.””* 

On December 20, 1962, Kennedy and British Prime Minister Harold 
Macmillan discussed South Asia during their meetings in Bermuda and 
agreed to provide $120 million of “emergency” military aid to India to 
equip six mountain divisions to face the short-term threat from China. In 
discussing South Asia, Macmillan was more critical of India and showed 
greater concern about Pakistan than did Kennedy. The prime minister 
said he was worried: “We support the people who are troublesome, such 
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as Nehru and Krishna Menon, and abandon the people who support 
us. . . [It will] be dangerous if we let Ayub feel we are abandoning 
hime?” Although Kennedy allowed others to do most of the talking, he 
intervened pointedly when Sandys expressed concern about the “disas- 
trous effect” on Pakistan should the West aid India and the Kashmir talks 
fail. Disagreeing, the president countered, “What would be so disastrous 
if the Pak[istanis] left CENTO?. . . What do we get from Pakistan? In 
return for the protection of our alliance and our assistance what do they 
do for us?””° 

After the U.S.-UK talks, Kennedy once more wrote to Ayub, de- 
scribing the India military aid package as “reasonable but frugal.” Al- 
though the aid was “not made contingent on a Kashmir settlement,” 
Kennedy said, “any one-sided intransigence on Kashmir” would be “a 
factor in determining the extent and pace” of future assistance.’’ When 
Ambassador McConaughy presented the message, Ayub suggested that 
New Delhi’s conduct during the Kashmir talks would determine his ul- 
timate reaction to U.S. arms aid to India.’* Ayub’s subsequent written 
response to Kennedy’s letter was more pointed. Even though Western 
aid to India might appear “frugal,” the Pakistani leader wrote, it was 
“sufficiently massive” to alter the strategic balance in the region and “to 
aggravate the danger to our security.””” 

In place of the seriously ill foreign minister, Mohammed Ali Bogra, 
Ayub named Bhutto to lead the Pakistani delegation for the Kashmir 
talks. Nehru, who was his own foreign minister, dispatched Railway 
Minister Swaran Singh to head the Indian team. On December 26, 
1962, the day before the negotiations were slated to start in Rawalpindi, 
it was Pakistan’s turn to upset things with the surprise announcement 
that it had reached a border agreement with China. 

According to Pakistani diplomat Agha Shahi, at the time in charge of 
China at the Foreign Ministry and later his country’s foreign secretary 
and foreign minister, the border negotiations had stalled almost imme- 
diately after they had begun in Beijing in May 1962. When a study of 
the available records suggested that neither Pakistan nor China had a 
strong legal or historical basis to support any particular boundary 
claim, Shahi proposed to his superiors that Pakistan seek what seemed 
the most rational frontier—the watershed of the Karakoram Range— 
and also try to obtain five hundred square miles beyond the watershed 
that the people of Hunza traditionally had used for salt and grazing 
land. Foreign Minister Bogra and President Ayub gave their blessing to 
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the idea and in December 1962—after the Sino-Indian border war had 
ended—Pakistan’s ambassador to China put the proposal on the table. 
According to Shahi, Chinese Foreign Minister Chen Yi and Premier 
Zhou Enlai agreed on the understanding that the Pakistanis were mak- 
ing a firm and final offer, not just bargaining. The Chinese, according 
to Shahi, later admitted that they also “didn’t know where the bound- 
ary is because no claim is conclusive.”*° 

In territorial terms, the border accord was a good bargain for Pak- 
istan. Politically also, despite certain troubles with the Americans, the 
agreement was extremely appealing. It resolved a potentially trouble- 
some frontier dispute, showed up the Indians, and marked a significant 
breakthrough in the effort to improve relations with Beijing. For their 
part, the Chinese were undoubtedly happy to concede a small amount 
of territory in return for better relations with the Pakistanis. Indeed, in 
his eagerness to court Ayub, Zhou Enlai went further, offering a non- 
aggression pact and a modest amount of economic aid. According to 
Shahi, Pakistan decided against accepting either proposal since they 
were “all the time very conscious of the American reaction and did not 
wish to infuriate’” Washington.*! 

Washington was, nonetheless, infuriated. U.S. officials feared that the 
accord would badly damage, if not wreck, the Kashmir talks. They were 
also angry that Pakistan had disregarded warnings about consorting with 
China. The Indians were livid. When Ayub claimed that the Chinese had 
tricked him by timing the announcement of the border agreement to sour 
the atmosphere for the Kashmir talks, the British and the Americans— 
but not the Indians—were willing to accept this explanation.*” 

Despite the uproar caused by the Pakistan-China border accord, the 
Kashmir talks began on schedule. During the initial round in 
Rawalpindi, both sides reiterated their traditional positions. Ambas- 
sador McConaughy and his British counterpart, High Commissioner 
Sir Morrice James, kept in close touch with each other and with the two 
delegations but did not directly participate in the talks. This pattern con- 
tinued throughout the six rounds of negotiations as they moved from In- 
dian to Pakistani cities and back again over the next five months. 

In early January 1963, McConaughy had the opportunity to talk ex- 
tensively with Ayub during a hunting weekend at Bhutto’s estate in rural 
Sindh. A tough cable from the State Department instructed the U.S. 
envoy to tell Ayub, “Recent Pak[istani] actions have come perilously 
close to trafficking with [the] enemy” and “hardly comported with what 


138 Kennedy: Alliance Troubles 


we expect in time of trial from [a] hitherto tried and true ally such as 
Pakistan.’** Ayub countered that he understood “to some extent” U.S. 
concerns and assured McConaughy that nothing else was being consid- 
ered with Beijing. For good measure, Pakistan’s president added that he 
had no use for the “damned Chinese.’’** 

The second round of talks, in New Delhi on January 16-19, 1963, 
proved the most substantive session of the negotiations. The two dele- 
gations seriously discussed the basis for drawing an international 
boundary through Kashmir. As guiding principles, the Pakistanis rec- 
ommended the character of the population, security considerations, and 
the control of river headwaters. The Indians objected to the first point, 
which they feared would lead to a resurgence of Hindu-Muslim com- 
munal troubles. In the end, the two sides were able to agree on a confi- 
dential joint statement of principles calling for an international bound- 
ary line through the state. They could not, however, agree how the line 
should be drawn.®° 

To keep the pressure on, Washington decided to send a series of se- 
nior officials to India and Pakistan. The first traveler was Assistant Sec- 
retary of State Talbot, who met Ayub on February 1, 1963. When they 
talked, Talbot found that Pakistan’s position had stiffened against par- 
tition. “Division of [the] Vale would be [a] crime against the inhabi- 
tants,” Ayub told his American visitor.°° The assistant secretary also 
met with Bhutto, who had finally achieved his ambition to become for- 
eign minister after Bogra died on January 24, 1963. Bhutto said that 
partitioning the valley was “suicidal” and declared that it would be 
“preferable [to] wait for [the] future rather than accept a settlement 
with dishonor,’®’ 

Despite the rebuff, American and British diplomats in Rawalpindi 
and New Delhi advised the Indians and Pakistanis that dividing the val- 
ley seemed the best way to resolve the dispute. Nehru reacted sourly, 
Saying it would “surely be bad to divide such a small and economically 
and culturally homogenous area.”** Bhutto remained equally negative, 
but indicated that Pakistan could accept the division of Kashmir to the 
north and south but not the partition of the valley.*” 

When the two sides met for the third round in Karachi, February 
8-10, 1963, the Indians put on the table some modest territorial con- 
cessions to adjust the cease-fire line. Pakistan’s disappointing counter- 
proposal was to allot India only a sliver of territory in Jammu (which 
had a largely Hindu population) and to claim all of the valley and also 
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all of Ladakh, the northeastern part of Kashmir, where the Indians and 
Chinese had clashed militarily over a disputed boundary. Although 
Bhutto later indicated that the offer was only an opening gambit, it took 
brisk U.S. and UK intervention to get the “embittered” Indians to agree 
to a fourth round of talks in Calcutta in March 1963.”° 

American officials mainly blamed Pakistan for the floundering ne- 
gotiations. When President Kennedy met with advisers on February 21, 
1963, Talbot remained hopeful that the game was not up but stressed 
that Pakistan needed to do more. “If Pakistan doesn’t come through 
with a better compromise offer,’ Kennedy commented with a touch of 
sarcasm, “it will probably try to blackmail us into holding off on aid to 
India.” After Talbot outlined a U.S.-UK proposal for a joint India- 
Pakistan presence in the valley and partition for the rest of Kashmir, he 
sought the president’s approval to step up U.S. involvement. “We were 
asking permission,’ Secretary Rusk interjected, “to get in from up to 
our ankles to up to our knees.” Kennedy agreed.”! 

The next day, the announcement that Foreign Minister Bhutto would 
be flying to Beijing to sign the border agreement further angered the In- 
dians and upset the Americans. Rusk called in Ambassador Aziz 
Ahmed to complain about the Bhutto trip and also about Pakistan’s 
poor territorial offer during the Karachi round of talks. The secretary 
stated bluntly, “From a strictly U.S. national point of view, we do not 
care what sort of a solution is arrived at in Kashmir.” If the negotiations 
were to fail because of Pakistan, Rusk warned, “the sympathy that Pak- 
istan has enjoyed from other governments on Kashmir in the United 
Nations and elsewhere would be dissipated.””” 

On the eve of the fourth round, McConaughy delivered yet another 
presidential letter to Ayub. In this, Kennedy urged that Pakistan put for- 
ward “a far more forthcoming and realistic position.” The president 
went on to echo Rusk’s warning that if the opportunity to solve Kash- 
mir were lost, “it would seem almost inevitable that the issue would, for 
all practical purposes, be settled on the basis of the status quo.””? In 
talking with McConaughy, Ayub readily agreed that Pakistan’s pro- 
posal was unrealistic. Surprisingly, he even termed it “damn non- 
sense.”’* But the Calcutta round on March 12—14, 1963, made no 
progress. The Indian side complained bitterly about Pakistan’s border 
agreement with China. In turn, notwithstanding Ayub’s and Bhutto’s 
comments, Pakistan failed to improve on the territorial proposal made 
during the Karachi round.?? When President Kennedy reviewed the 
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negotiations on April 1, 1963, he expressed increasing pessimism that 
they could be salvaged. He nonetheless approved the release of a U.S.- 
UK paper outlining “elements of a settlement”: 


—Giving both India and Pakistan a “substantial position in the Vale”; 

—Ensuring access through the Vale for defense to the north and east 
(i.e., India’s defense of Ladakh); 

—Ensuring Pakistan’s interest in the headwaters of the Chenab River; 

—Ensuring some local self-rule in the Vale and free movement of 
people to India and Pakistan; and 

—Enhancing economic development efforts.”° 


Events soon showed that Kennedy’s pessimism was warranted. On 
April 15, 1963, in “the most unadorned conversation I have had with 
Nehru,” Ambassador Galbraith tackled the future of the valley head on. 
“Once or twice [Nehru] got very angry, shouted and pounded the table 
but in the end calmed down,” the envoy cabled. When Galbraith raised 
Kashmir again with Nehru on April 20, 1963, the prime minister took a 
hard line against partitioning the valley and stressed the desire to keep the 
talks going, but did not suggest any improvement in the Indian brief.” 

After U.S. and British diplomats produced the “elements” paper, 
New Delhi vociferously claimed that this step had upset the pace of ne- 
gotiations and implied that the concept had been worked out with 
Karachi behind the backs of the Indians. Through a bureaucratic mix- 
up, the Pakistanis had received the paper from British and U.S. diplo- 
mats before the Indians had.”* In a sharp letter to Kennedy, Nehru 
wrote on April 21, 1963, “I am convinced that these ill-considered and 
ill-conceived initiatives, however well-intentioned they may be, have at 
least for the present made it impossible to reach any settlement on this 
rather involved and complicated question.””’ Galbraith cabled that 
India’s prime minister would have found some other escape route if the 
“elements” paper had not surfaced. “Nehru,” the ambassador com- 
mented, “is unquestionably angry, in part at my pressure, much more at 
the fact that I have translated his vague talk of wanting a settlement into 
firm concessions he doesn’t want to make.”'”? 

Predictably, the talks remained deadlocked during the fifth round, in 
Karachi. The Indians sat on their hands. The Pakistanis once more failed 
to improve on their third-round territorial offer. The only thing on which 
the two sides could agree was that they both opposed the U.S.-UK idea 
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of partitioning the valley. Although the negotiations were effectively 
over, the two sides agreed to a sixth round, mainly because Dean Rusk 
and Duncan Sandys would be visiting South Asia in early May.” 

Having concluded that chances for a Kashmir settlement were “al- 
most nil,’ Kennedy instructed Rusk to tell Ayub that the United States 
was going ahead with arms aid to India and would not tie this to 
progress in the Kashmir talks. When Kennedy asked whether this would 
mean the loss of the Badaber intelligence facility, the secretary of state 
replied that it would be “rough.” Summing up his thinking, the president 
commented, “Let’s not be penny wise about India; let’s not get them in 
a position where they feel that they can’t cope with the [Chinese com- 
munists] and the Pak[istanis] on top of their other problems.” 

In meetings with visitors from India, Kennedy was frank in dis- 
cussing the Pakistan problem. When Defense Production Minister T. T. 
Krishnamachari called at the White House, the president told him, ““We 
[have] real problems with the Pak[istanis]. We [have] important intelli- 
gence relations with them, and we [do] not want the Pak[istanis] in a 
moment of violence to destroy CENTO and SEATO.”!” Kennedy ex- 
plained to Indian president Dr. S. Radhakrishnan that the United States 
desired “to help India both economically and militarily and that we 
want a point short of causing a real crisis with Pakistan.” The U.S. goal, 
Kennedy said, was to “give India more security without heavy costs in 
terms of our relations with Pakistan?!” 

Rusk’s talk with Ayub made clear how hard it would be to achieve this 
aim. After the meeting, the secretary of state cabled that the “[e]ntire 
conversation was marked by [Ayub’s] deep fear, distrust and hatred of 
India and especially the Brahmin Nehru whom he regards as an evil and 
dangerous man.” Regarding U.S. arms to India, Ayub expressed more 
concern about future assistance than the aid that had already been given 
and did not appear interested in U.S. security assurances. Since he could 
not be sure of persuading others to meet his country’s security needs, 
Pakistanis preferred to “do it themselves.”!”° Later, after Rusk returned 
to Washington, he commented, “We cannot rely on Pakistan to act ra- 
tionally and in what we might think would be in its own interest’!°° 

The trouble was exactly that: what the United States thought was in 
Pakistan’s interest and Pakistan’s own perception of its interests funda- 
mentally differed. Kennedy saw India as a potential partner in contain- 
ing China. Pakistan regarded India as the major threat to its own secu- 
rity. The United States perceived China as its major foe in Asia. Ayub 
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saw China as a potential partner against India. American and Pakistani 
policies were on a collision course. 

On May 15-16, 1963, the sixth and final round of Kashmir talks 
took place in New Delhi. The Indians rejected a Pakistani proposal to 
internationalize the valley for six months followed by a plebiscite and, 
in turn, suggested that the two countries agree not to use force to 
change the status quo in Kashmir. The Pakistanis rejected this proposal 
while stressing that they too believed in a peaceful settlement. !° 

As an epilogue, the idea of mediation emerged from the Rusk- 
Sandys discussions in New Delhi. Although India in the past had re- 
jected this approach—most recently in January 1962, when Nehru 
turned down Kennedy’s suggestion to have Eugene Black serve as a 
mediator—on this occasion its prime minister accepted the idea in prin- 
ciple. Ayub and Bhutto were less than enthused, however. An annoyed 
State Department instructed McConaughy to tell the Pakistanis that if 
they rejected mediation, ““We do not see how we can help [them] any 
further in altering [the] status quo [on Kashmir]; we cannot subordinate 
our strategic interests in Asia to [the] settlement of Kashmir.” Foreign 
Minister Bhutto eventually accepted, but imposed conditions that the 
Indians were certain to reject. After further futile discussion, the State 
Department dropped the mediation proposal. '”° 

Meanwhile, in Washington, the July 9, 1963, farewell call on 
Kennedy by Aziz Ahmed saw an undiplomatically blunt exchange. 
Ahmed, who was returning to Pakistan to become Bhutto’s foreign sec- 
retary, complained that America was proceeding with long-term mili- 
tary aid to India despite the fact that the Chinese threat was receding 
and there was no Kashmir settlement. This action, the ambassador as- 
serted, was imperiling Pakistan’s security. The president disagreed, ar- 
guing that the United States was taking Pakistan’s interests into account 
and giving much less aid than India wanted. Pressure had not worked 
with India on Kashmir, but, he recalled, it had also not worked with 
Pakistan on Afghanistan. Kennedy then spoke sharply about Pakistan’s 
move toward China and the barrage of anti-U.S. commentary in the 
Pakistani press: “[The] Pak{istanis] display little appreciation of this 
primary concern of ours and instead apparently feel impelled to move 
towards [Communist China] and away from us because [of] Pak[istani] 
concern about India. In [the] last few months [the] Pak[istani] press has 
exceeded all but [Communist China] in its attacks on us. One would 
gather from [the] Pak[istani] press, which is closer to [the government 
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of Pakistan] than [the American press is] to [the U.S. government], that 
[the] U.S. was enemy number one27)" As tlie meeting ended, the 
president urged Ahmed to “bear in mind that [the] U.S. has one basic 
interest—prevention of control over Europe by [the] USSR or Asia by 
[Communist China]. Pakistan should understand this outlook since it 
accepted [the] responsibilities of [an] alliance with ws”? 

Pakistan’s actions soon made clear the widening gap between the 
two allies. On July 17, 1963, Bhutto raised eyebrows in a National As- 
sembly debate by asserting that an attack by India on Pakistan would 
involve the “largest state in Asia.” The hawkish foreign minister refused 
to elaborate, but observers assumed that if not bravado, the statement 
signaled some sort of defense understanding with China.'’! 

The most immediate problem, however, related to establishing civil 
aviation links between Pakistan and China. With Bhutto’s blessing, Air 
Marshal Nur Khan, the head of Pakistan’s national carrier, Pakistan 
International Airline (PIA), took the initiative to explore the possibility 
of providing commercial air service to China, a move that would breach 
a Western ban. According to Nur Khan, the Chinese initially proposed 
a link between Dacca and Kunming, similar to the World War II “over- 
the-hump” flights across the Himalayas. He rejected this as not viable 
commercially and suggested instead that PIA fly from Dacca to major 
Chinese cities—Shanghai, Canton, and Beijing. After listening to Nur 
Khan’s proposal, Zhou Enlai said that he would approve PIA flights to 
Shanghai and Canton, but not to Beijing. He also agreed that the Pak- 
istanis could help upgrade Chinese airports, which Nur Khan described 
as “quite primitive” and twenty years behind the times. Following ex- 
tended and heated internal debate within the Pakistani government, 
Ayub gave his blessing to the proposal.'!” 

Despite Washington’s vehement protest that the aviation accord 
marked “an unfortunate breach of free world solidarity,’ Pakistan 
signed the agreement with China on August 29, 1963. The Kennedy ad- 
ministration responded by imposing a tangible sanction against Pakistan 
for the first time, postponing indefinitely a $4.3 million AID loan to 
build a new airport at Dacca, from which PIA planned to fly to China.'"° 
Considering the depth of concern that the U.S. administration had 
voiced about Pakistan’s relationship with China, this was a modest pun- 
ishment. Of even more direct concern in Washington was word that the 
Pakistanis had halted negotiations for a proposed expansion of the com- 
munications intercept facility at Badaber. During a July 31, 1963, NSC 
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meeting, a worried CIA director John McCone urged that something be 
done promptly—for example, sending a high-level emissary to talk with 
Ayub. A few days later, Kennedy accepted the idea and decided to dis- 
patch George Ball, who had succeeded Chester Bowles as the under- 
secretary of state, for in-depth discussions with the Pakistani leader.!!* 


The Ball Mission 


On August 12, 1963, Kennedy met with Ball, Rusk, and top officials 
from the Departments of State and Defense and the CIA to review the 
undersecretary’s brief. Ball said that he would try to reassure Ayub that 
U.S. assurances to help Pakistan in case of an Indian attack were cred- 
ible. He saw an Indian Ocean Task Force, joint military exercises and 
planning, and pre-positioning of military equipment as ways to allay 
Pakistani concerns about U.S. reliability. There was disagreement over 
what Ayub really wanted: Assistant Secretary Talbot felt he was less in- 
terested in assurances than in America’s not helping India militarily; 
Averell Harriman said that the “nub of the problem was how to con- 
vince Ayub we mean what we say.” 

Kennedy himself doubted that Ayub feared India militarily. He 
thought that the Pakistani leader wanted to use the United States to 
press India over Kashmir, but “we couldn’t give this to him.” The pres- 
ident continued, “We [aren’t] getting much from the Pakistani either. 
About all the alliance [is] worth to us [are] the intelligence facilities.” 
A skeptical Kennedy wondered what Ball would be able to achieve: 
“We know each other’s arguments, so the best we can do is remind 
them we don’t like the [Chinese communists], get them to call off their 
distasteful press campaign and tell them that Peshawar is vital to us so 
that if they don’t play ball, we will give our aid to someone else.” The 
president commented that he “understood Ayub’s arguments and could 
see his point of view. As seen by the Pakistani, India was a threat to 
their interests. However, we were right too in our position so the best 
we could get was a standoff.”!” 

Reiterating his doubts that Ayub was genuinely worried about the In- 
dian threat, Kennedy thought the Pakistani leader was concerned about 
losing “the capability to attack India or at least get his way vis-a-vis 
India.” Nor did the president believe the Indians would seriously con- 
sider attacking Pakistan, a move that would cost them $1 billion in eco- 
nomic aid. When Rusk interjected that the United States would “nuke” 
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India if it attacked Pakistan—a truly astounding statement—Kennedy 
disagreed, saying that America ngs unlikely to use nuclear Weapans ex- 
cept in a crisis with the Soviets.’ 

During three days of talks in Pakistan, September 3-6, 1963, Un- 
dersecretary Ball had ample time for detailed review of U.S.-Pakistan 
relations. In the final session, Ayub delivered a prepared statement that 
accurately summed up the conflicting U.S. and Pakistani positions. Be- 
cause of the increased threat from India caused by U.S. aid, Ayub de- 
clared, “[i]t has become imperative for Pakistan to bring down its po- 
litical and military liabilities within its means.’ Pakistan, he continued, 
would therefore “normalize our relations with as many of our neigh- 
bors as possible.” In addition to the approach to China, he hoped to do 
something with the Soviet Union, and also with Afghanistan. Pakistan’s 
president rejected Ball’s proposals for an enhanced U.S. military pres- 
ence, saying that such a presence was “useless” unless directed against 
the threat from India. The undersecretary responded that the United 
States “had given Pakistan straightforward assurances on coming to its 
aid if it should be attacked from any source.” 

When Ball expressed concern about talk of Pakistan’s normalizing re- 
lations with the Soviet Union and China, Ayub countered that his country 
had “cause for complaint against its friend [i.e., the United States]. 
Pakistan’s interests [have] been hurt and its security jeopardized against 
all reason and logic.” As the meeting ended, Ayub warned, “Should U.S. 
policy change, and should we seek to squeeze Pakistan, there would be 
difficulties. Pakistan may be poor, but it is proud. Pakistan is not stupid, 
however, and not in a hurry to lose its best friend.” To conclude, Ayub said 
that he was not urging a radical change in U.S. policy, but wanted to put 
a “safety limitation on our assistance to India’”!'’ 

A cable that Ball sent from Lisbon summed up his gloomy assess- 
ment: Fear that India wanted to destroy it “is the central obsessive basis 
of [the Pakistani government’s] policy.” U.S. military aid to India, in 
Ayub’s view, had upset the balance, which at least had permitted West 
Pakistan to be defended. “Frustration and despair translate into a sense 
of bitterness and betrayal,’ since the Pakistanis saw the shift in the mil- 
itary balance the result of the action of their “best friend.” If the present 
course continued, the undersecretary predicted “a gradual erosion of 
our influence with Pakistan, with mounting pressures for Pakistan to 
move in the general direction of neutralism?’''* Events over the next 
few years would show that Ball had accurately read the situation. 
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During a September 9, 1963, meeting with Kennedy to review the 
trip, Ball covered much of the same ground. The only good news that 
he brought back concerned the intelligence facility at Badaber. Ayub 
had agreed that the expansion could go ahead, since he conceded that 
he had given CIA director McCone “two-thirds of a commitment.’!!® 


“One of Our More Difficult Problems” 


A few days later, during a September 12, 1963, press conference, Pres- 
ident Kennedy succinctly summed up the U.S. policy dilemma in South 
Asia. “T can tell you that there’s nothing that has occupied our attention 
more . . . over the last nine months,” the president said. Although the 
United States wanted to help India against the Chinese, “everything we 
give to India adversely affects the balance of power with Pakistan . . 
So we are dealing with a very complicated problem because the hostil- 
ity between them is so deep.” The United States had hoped for a Kash- 
mir settlement, Kennedy continued, “but Kashmir is further from being 
settled today that it was six months ago. So we’re trying to balance off 
what is one of our more difficult problems.”’° 

In October 1963, Foreign Minister Bhutto, whom Washington by 
then considered an unhelpful hawk on India, pro-Chinese, and anti- 
American, met at the White House with Kennedy, Ball, and Harriman. 
The talk broke no new ground, although Bhutto accepted the presi- 
dent’s suggestion that General Maxwell Taylor, chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, visit Pakistan to examine “the measures which we 
could take that might tend to reassure Pakistan about our support in the 
event of an attack on it by India.”’*" 

By the time General Taylor traveled to Pakistan in December 1963, 
Kennedy was dead, and Lyndon B. Johnson had become president of 
the United States. At the time of Kennedy’s assassination, the U.S.- 
Pakistan alliance was beginning to unravel. Kennedy was bent on pro- 
viding long-term military aid to India and seemed willing to accept the 
consequences in terms of further trouble with Pakistan. In turn, Ayub 
did not want to lose U.S. assistance, but seemed set on moving toward 
friendlier relations with China, an action Washington regarded as con- 
trary to U.S. interests and Pakistan’s alliance obligations. 

Kennedy was willing to accept Ayub’s contention that U.S. military 
aid to India hurt Pakistan’s security interests. His successor, Lyndon 
Johnson, would show less understanding of Pakistani sensitivities. 


J ohnson: The Alliance Unravels 


One of Lyndon Johnson’s first tasks as president was to receive the 
more than one hundred heads of state and other foreign dignitaries who 
attended John F. Kennedy’s funeral on November 25, 1963. After Mass 
at St. Matthew’s Cathedral in downtown Washington, the new president 
met with each visitor for a few minutes in the State Department’s diplo- 
matic reception rooms and later had more extended meetings with 
heads of state and government but not with lesser-ranking visitors. 

Reflecting his negative attitude toward the late president, Ayub 
Khan chose not to represent Pakistan at Kennedy’s funeral and sent 
Foreign Minister Zulfikar Ali Bhutto.’ This proved a costly mistake. 
By not coming himself, Pakistan’s president lost the chance to re- 
establish personal ties with Lyndon Johnson and to talk through the 
problems in U.S.-Pakistan relations with the new president. Instead, 
Bhutto got into a testy argument with Johnson that further aggravated 
the bilateral relationship. 

When Johnson and Bhutto met at the State Department after the 
Kennedy funeral, the president asked the foreign minister to convey 
greetings to “his friend President Ayub who was one of the ablest men 
he had ever met.” Johnson said that, as he had watched Sardar, the horse 
that Ayub had given Jacqueline Kennedy, walk behind the fallen presi- 
dent’s hearse in the funeral procession, he had been “thinking a good 
deal about Pakistan on [that] day of sorrow.” 

Bhutto advised that Ayub had asked him to convey an important 
personal message. When Johnson asked what it was, to his surprise the 
foreign minister responded that he had not brought the communication 
with him, but would like a separate meeting in order to deliver it. 
Johnson commented on how crowded his own schedule was, but Bhutto 
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stressed his willingness to wait as long as necessary, saying that Ayub 
regarded the message as extremely important.* Given the tremendous 
pressures during his first days in the White House, Johnson rebuffed 
several requests from National Security Adviser McGeorge Bundy be- 
fore he finally agreed to receive Bhutto again on November 29, 1963. 
Before the meeting, Undersecretary of State George Ball, who 
“deeply distrusted” Pakistan’s foreign minister, told the president that 
Bhutto had “persistently undercut” U.S. interests.° After the Pakistani 
was ushered into the Oval Office, he handed the president a short message 
expressing Ayub’s warmest wishes, but containing nothing of substance 
that required the separate meeting. Following a few pleasantries, Bhutto 
assumed the session was over and got up to leave. An annoyed Johnson 
brusquely told him to sit down and launched into a heated discussion of 
U.S.-Pakistan difficulties. The United States, the new president declared, 
was “indeed a friend of Pakistan and would continue to be one if Pakistan 
would let [it].” The foreign minister, however, should know that there 
would be a serious public relations problem if Pakistan continued to build 
up its relations with the Chinese. Bhutto responded that the Pakistani 
government had its own public relations problem; he could not describe 
“the intensity of feelings about India.” Admitting the dangers regarding 
China, Bhutto said that “Pakistan could be trusted to handle them.’ When 
he asserted that China’s appetite was for Southeast Asia, not India, the 
president sharply interjected: “It is you who are going to sit down to eat 
with the Chinese Communists.” A flustered foreign minister countered 
that U.S. actions to strengthen India were pushing Pakistan “to the wall.” 
As he left the White House after the meeting, Bhutto was visibly 
shaken and complained to Ball about his “discourteous reception.” That 
evening, when Assistant Secretary of State Phillips Talbot saw the for- 
eign minister off at the airport, Bhutto remained deeply upset and 
seemed convinced that there was a “wild man” in the White House 
from whom Pakistan could expect little. “It was a bad start for the new 
administration’s dealings with Pakistan,” Talbot later commented.” 
Paradoxically, Johnson liked Ayub, whom he had met in Karachi and 
had hosted at his Texas ranch in 1961. The new president was also un- 
sympathetic to his predecessor’s desire to shift the policy focus from 
Pakistan to India. National Security Council (NSC) staff member 
Robert Komer remembered Johnson’s having asked him during a vice 
presidential trip, “Why is it that Jack Kennedy and you India lovers in 
the State Department are so Godammed ornery to my friend Ayub?’”° 
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Aware of Johnson’s attitude, Komer attempted unsuccessfully to con- 
vince Bundy to press for approval of the long-term military assistance 
package for India that had been readied for presidential consideration 
just before Kennedy died. Komer argued, ““We may lose a real opportu- 
nity [unless we get Johnson to sign on] while he is still carrying out the 
Kennedy policy.”’ Instead, the issue was deferred and Johnson asked 
Gen. Maxwell Taylor, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who was 
already scheduled to travel to South Asia, to make recommendations 
about military aid after he visited the subcontinent. 

When Taylor met Ayub in December 1963, the two soldiers covered 
much the same ground that George Ball had gone over three months 
earlier. Ayub explained his dilemma: “Pakistan was facing a tragic 
predicament in which loyalty to our own country is coming into in- 
creasing conflict with loyalty to our friends.’’* The United States was 
genuinely concerned about Pakistan’s security, Taylor replied. He pro- 
posed joint military exercises and pre-positioning equipment as a way 
to demonstrate U.S. capacity to deploy forces for Pakistan’s defense 
against attack from all sides, including India. 

The key problems, Pakistan’s president stressed, were that U.S. 
arms to India were increasing the threat to Pakistan, and that his coun- 
try should be able to deter by itself any attack. When Taylor said this 
was beyond Pakistan’s capability, Ayub insisted that his country must 
be able to defend itself rather to rely on someone else. As events in 
other parts of the world might prevent the United States from fulfilling 
its assurances, Pakistan needed to have the capacity to withstand an at- 
tack on its own.’ Ayub was also skeptical about Taylor’s suggestion of 
a possible U.S. naval task force in the Indian Ocean; in Ayub’s view, 
Pakistan’s military problems involved the army and the air force, not 
the navy. The task force idea sounded to the president like a “military 
gimmick” that smaller nations would see as “a revival of gunboat 
diplomacy,”'® 

In line with his instructions, Taylor chided Ayub about the “unfortu- 
nate nature” of an upcoming visit by Chinese premier Zhou Enlai. Ayub 
responded that the trip signified nothing more than Pakistan’s desire to 
normalize relations with a neighbor. More generally, Taylor expressed 
his “deep regret” over bilateral troubles and asked why the United 
States and Pakistan could not accept their honest difference over mili- 
tary aid to India, “cease the recriminations which have been souring our 
relations and move forward toward common objectives.”"’ 
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After returning to Washington, Taylor recommended that the United 
Sfates “give due recognition to Ayub’s case and. . . strengthen Pakf[i- 
stani] confidence and good will without appearing to succumb to queru- 
lous complaining.” He proposed a five-year military aid program, in- 
cluding additional supersonic aircraft—provided the Pakistanis showed 
“a wholehearted change of attitude toward CENTO [the Central Treaty 
Organization], SEATO [the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization]Jand the 
U.S.” Despite Ayub’s emotional opposition to U.S. military aid to India, 
Taylor believed that the Pakistani president “is swallowing hard, [but] 
it is going down.”'* Events would soon show that his assessment was 
overly optimistic. 


Relations Sour 


In February 1964, President Johnson gave the green light for “austere 
minimum” five-year military aid programs for Pakistan and India. He 
did not, however, authorize U.S. officials to mention funding levels; he 
asked that Pakistan first develop its own plans on which Washington 
could comment, and he wanted arms aid linked to “satisfactory perfor- 
mance” of Pakistan’s alliance obligations. Johnson deferred any dis- 
cussions of aid specifics until after an assessment of the Zhou Enlai 
visit.’° In the new president’s first important decision about Pakistan, 
he thus signaled a tougher stance than Kennedy probably would have 
adopted. 

The Pakistanis were careful to avoid overdoing the official welcome 
given to the Chinese leader when he arrived in Karachi on February 18, 
1964. Zhou was greeted by Finance Minister Mohammed Shoaib, the 
cabinet member regarded as closest to Washington, and not by Bhutto, 
who as foreign minister would normally have welcomed a visiting 
premier. There was, nonetheless, an emotional outpouring of public 
warmth for the Chinese leader, whose country had gained enormous 
popularity in Pakistan through its military victory over India in the 1962 
border war. For their part, the Chinese diligently continued to woo the 
Pakistanis. During the visit, Zhou announced an important policy shift 
on Kashmir to support Pakistan’s long-standing call for a plebiscite to 
solve the dispute. '* In mid-1964, the Chinese took an additional step to- 
ward closer ties, providing Pakistan a $60 million interest-free loan.’> 

In May 1964, President Johnson finally approved a long-term mili- 
tary aid program for India that provided for about $50 million worth of 
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grant aid annually along with a similar amount in credit sales. Largely 
out of concern for the Pakistanis, the program did not include the 
weapons system that the Indians most wanted and that Pakistan already 
had received: F-104 supersonic aircraft. Despite this, news of the arms 
package caused a uproar in Pakistan. Concluding that Washington had 
ignored Pakistan’s interests by entering into a long-term arrangement 
with “enemy” India, Ayub blasted U.S. foreign policy in an interview 
published in the June 23, 1964, London Daily Mail. “Today American 
policy is based on opportunism and is devoid of moral quality,” the 
president intemperately charged. “Pakistan deeply regrets that although 
she has fulfilled all her commitments, she has been let down by politi- 
cians she regarded as friends.”!® 

Foreign Minister Bhutto was equally biting in a June 22, 1964, 
speech before the National Assembly. Alleging “utter disregard” by the 
United States of Pakistani interests, he declared, “The time has come 
for Pakistan to undertake a reappraisal of its foreign policy and to re- 
view her political and military commitments.” The United States “had 
to choose” between “a system of alliances and betrayal of allies,” 
Bhutto told the assembly.’ 

The Pakistani attacks stung Johnson. His feelings showed when he 
met Pakistani ambassador Ghulam Ahmed (the older brother of former 
envoy Aziz Ahmed) on July 7, 1964, to receive a letter from Ayub com- 
plaining about arms aid to India. In the letter, Pakistan’s president as- 
serted that the U.S. action had upset the balance of power in the sub- 
continent and had eroded his country’s ability to meet its obligations to 
its allies. Johnson interrupted Ahmed to ask if this explained Pakistan’s 
failure to respond to U.S. requests for assistance in prosecuting the 
Vietnam War, which was rapidly becoming the top U.S. foreign policy 
priority. The president commented angrily that he “had been shocked 
by Ayub’s silence” and did not share the view that “because the United 
States had helped India, Pakistan should ignore its alliance obliga- 
tions.” Johnson sternly asked the ambassador to carry a message to 
Ayub: “In light of the way President Ayub seemed to feel, [Johnson] 
guessed we were coming to a point where we would all have to re- 
evaluate the condition of our relationship. This troubled him deeply be- 
cause there were no people for whom he had greater regard than for the 
Pakistani people.”’® 

On a less contentious and more personal note, Johnson queried 
Ahmed for news about “my camel driver” [referring to Bashir Ahmed, 
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whom Johnson had met in Karachi and who had visited the United States 
at Johnson’s invitation]. The ambassador noted that he was driving a 
truck rather than a camel and doing very well. Johnson instructed Assis- 
tant Secretary Talbot to give him a report on Bashir Ahmed’s welfare.!” 

When Ambassador Walter McConaughy met President Johnson the 
following week, the still-upset president brushed aside the envoy’s sug- 
gestion that Ayub be invited to Washington for a thorough discussion of 
bilateral difficulties. Instead, Johnson instructed the ambassador to con- 
vey his “considerable distress” about the attention Pakistan was paying 
to a country (China) that posed “a grave threat” to U.S. interests in 
Vietnam and to underscore his displeasure regarding Ayub’s unwilling- 
ness to send troops to Vietnam. Pakistan, in Johnson’s view, should “at 
least show [its] flag.” 

As relations drifted downward during the fall and winter of 1964-65, 
both the United States and Pakistan held presidential elections. On 
November 3, 1964, Johnson gained a landslide victory over Barry 
Goldwater, his conservative Republican opponent, winning 61 percent 
of the popular vote. Two months later, on January 2, 1965, in Pakistan’s 
first presidential election, Ayub defeated a surprisingly strong bid by 
Fatima Jinnah, the Quaid-i-Azam’s sister, who ran as the combined op- 
position candidate. Even with the vigorous support of the civil admin- 
istration and indirect balloting, Ayub won only 64 per cent of the 
80,000 electoral college votes. He lost the city of Karachi and came 
close to being defeated in East Pakistan. The election showed that, 
although respected, Ayub had failed to gain the affection of his people. 
His regime rested more on the power of the army and the bureaucracy 
than on the president’s personal popularity. 

The Pakistani public, nonetheless, enthusiastically supported the 
altered foreign policy stance that he had adopted after Washington’s 
decision to provide military aid to India. Pakistanis applauded Ayub’s 
downplaying of the alliance with the Americans and development of 
friendly ties with China.*' Although foreign policy was not an impor- 
tant election campaign issue, both the opposition and the government 
found it useful to criticize the United States. The opposition chastised 
Ayub for having nurtured the alliance with America. The president’s 
supporters accused Washington of funneling funds into Fatima Jinnah’s 
campaign coffers.” 

After their election victories, the two presidents set about pursu- 
ing their chosen—and ultimately conflicting—foreign policy paths. 
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Johnson’s aim was that, as a quid pro quo for continued large-scale 
U.S. aid, Pakistan once again become a “good ally”—i.e., go slow on 
further improvement in relations with China, hopefully support the 
rapidly expanding U.S. involvement in Vietnam, and rein in criticism of 
the United States in the Pakistani media. Johnson also agreed to invite 
Ayub to visit Washington for talks in April 1965. 

Ayub’s goal—to gain U.S. understanding for improved Sino- 
Pakistani relations—was a key part of his ambitious strategy of trying 
to maintain good relations with Washington while developing friendlier 
relations with Beijing and also with Moscow. The complex maneuver- 
ing to achieve this, Ayub wrote in his memoirs, “would be like walking 
on a triangular tightrope.’*° The Pakistani president hoped that official 
visits planned for early 1965, to Beijing in March and in April to 
Moscow (the first trip there by a Pakistani leader), and then to Wash- 
ington, would show that he could manage the diplomatic high-wire act. 
When asked during a foreign policy briefing for senior officials whether 
Pakistan could survive as a small country “in the position of a lamb 
between the lions,’ Ayub denied that Pakistan was “a lamb” and as- 
serted self-assuredly that “he knew how to live peacefully among the 
lions by setting one lion against another.’ He said that Pakistan would 
remain in CENTO and SEATO and yet have good relations with China 
and the Soviet Union.”* 


Johnson Upsets the Triangular Tightrope 


Ayub’s traverse of the triangular tightrope got off to a promising start 
in Beijing, where he received the most enthusiastic welcome that the 
communist regime had ever accorded a foreign leader.~” Although Ayub 
was careful in discussing the war in Vietnam publicly—aware that 
Washington was closely monitoring his words—the joint commu- 
niqué’s support for “national independence movements and struggles 
against imperialism and all forms of colonialism in Asia and Africa’”° 
came close to toeing the Chinese line. Nor was the U.S. government 
amused when Foreign Minister Chen Yi told the press that Ayub had of- 
fered to serve as a go-between in establishing relations between China 
and Turkey, a close ally of both the United States and Pakistan.”’ 

The second leg of the triangle was Moscow. Reflecting the cooler 
temperature of Pakistani-Soviet relations, no cheering crowds greeted 
Ayub on the drive in from the airport. The initial round of meetings 
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was stiff and formal. After the Soviets criticized Pakistan’s alliance 
with the United States, Ayub criticized Soviet military aid to India and 
the Soviet stance on Kashmir. As the talks proceeded, the mood im- 
proved. Conceding that the Soviets had a basis to complain about 
Pakistan’s ties with Washington, Ayub said, “These pacts are dead but 
we are not in a position to bury them.” If the Soviets were worried 
about U.S. bases in Pakistan and the Pakistanis were concerned about 
the Soviet veto on Kashmir, Ayub suggested, “[t]he matter could be 
negotiated and the two sides could come to a reasonable solution.” He 
assured the Soviet leaders that Pakistan would not serve as an instru- 
ment of U.S. policy in South Asia. Although the Soviets did not im- 
mediately alter their policy, Ayub appeared to have softened Moscow’s 
view of Pakistan as a U.S. lackey.”*® 

But the glow from these diplomatic forays suddenly dimmed. Just 
days before Ayub was due to arrive in Washington on April 15, 1965, 
Johnson abruptly put off the Pakistani president’s visit. His message 
stated, “I have in fact reluctantly come to the view that this month is not 
a good time for the two of us to meet in Washington. Your visit at this 
time would focus public attention on the differences between Pakistan 
and the United States policy toward Communist China. This I fear 
might gravely affect our ability to assist your Government in the eco- 
nomic and defense programs on which you are embarked.””” 

Johnson’s action was triggered by his anger at Canadian prime min- 
ister Lester Pearson, who hadccriticized U.S. Vietnam policy after talks 
at the White House. An embarrassed U.S. chief executive wanted to 
avoid hosting other visitors who might make unflattering comments or 
stir trouble about Vietnam. Because of Pakistan’s cozying up to China 
and its unhelpful Vietnam stance, Johnson decided to put off Ayub. As 
an afterthought, he also postponed a visit scheduled for June 1965 by 
India’s prime minister, Lal Bahadur Shastri.*° 

Despite the fact that the cancellation, according to Ayub confidante 
Altaf Gauhar, “was like a bombshell which shattered Ayub’s whole 
game plan,” the Pakistani president gritted his teeth and put on the 
best public face. His task was eased when the Indians reacted with loud 
public indignation about the treatment that Shastri had received from 
Johnson. Komer advised the president, “Disinviting Ayub seems to have 
shaken him (though the Indian stink about disinviting Shastri too soft- 
ens the blow and mutes the lesson).”*” Johnson’s brusque treatment of 
the two leaders stirred deep resentment and resulted in a de facto break 
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in high-level communications between the United States and both 
Pakistan and India just as a crisis was beginning to brew in South Asia. 

In mid-April 1965, Indian and Pakistani army units clashed in the 
Rann of Kutch, a disputed tidal mud flat off the Arabian Sea. Pakistan 
claimed that the desolate and uninhabited area was a landlocked “sea” 
and that therefore the international boundary ran through the middle of 
the Rann. New Delhi argued that the Rann was a marsh and totally 
within Indian territory.°° After the Indians decided to take physical pos- 
session of the entire area by stationing troops on the northern side of the 
Rann, the Pakistanis responded militarily. Fighting quickly escalated to 
a brigade-size engagement. On April 18, 1965, the Indians decided to 
withdraw their forces rather than risk having them cut off when the 
Rann flooded during the rainy season.** Upon the withdrawal, morale 
soared in Rawalpindi and slumped in New Delhi. It was one thing for 
the Indian army to be drubbed by the Chinese in the Himalayas, but 
quite another to receive a bloody nose from the Pakistanis. 

Its relations strained with both countries, Washington took a back 
seat to London in diplomatic efforts to end the conflict. In June 1965, 
the protagonists agreed to Britain’s suggestion that an arbitration panel 
resolve the disputed border claims. That the Indians accepted the idea 
was surprising, because New Delhi had consistently refused arbitration 
as a means of settling aspects of the Kashmir dispute.” The United 
States was worried that the fighting in the Rann of Kutch might spread 
and also was concerned about Pakistan’s use of U.S.-supplied military 
equipment, in violation of the ground rules of the 1954 defense agree- 
ment under which the aid was provided. When the Indians complained 
officially about this, Secretary of State Dean Rusk dodged the issue, 
trying to focus New Delhi’s attention on stopping the fighting and pre- 
venting a spread of the conflict.*° 

By the spring of 1965, Johnson was also souring on the large-scale 
economic aid programs to India and Pakistan—which Kennedy had 
strongly supported. The president felt edgy about allocating roughly a 
third of U.S. economic assistance funds to South Asia, shared wide- 
spread congressional criticism of foreign aid, and was increasingly con- 
cerned that although India was doing poorly economically, its leaders 
took U.S. aid for granted “regardless of what they did or how effectively 
they used it””*’ 

In the case of aid to Pakistan, Johnson’s problem was political. 
Indeed, the country’s economic performance was strong and there was 
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broad satisfaction with its use of foreign aid. Gross national product 
(GNP) had risen from $8.5 billion in fiscal year 1963 to $10.1 billion 
in fiscal year 1965, an impressive 9.4 percent annual rate of increase.2® 
For the five years ending in June 1965, GNP had also risen at an aver- 
age annual rate of 5.2 percent. The World Bank and the Agency for 
International Development (AID) warmly praised the economic poli- 
cies followed by Ayub and Shoaib. The United States was providing 
roughly $400 million in assistance annually—$200 million in eco- 
nomic aid, $160 million in food aid, and $40 million in military assis- 
tance. This amounted to half of the foreign assistance that Pakistan was 
receiving. 

As Johnson pondered what to do, a memorandum from Komer 
summed up the situation: “Our immediate problem is how to keep 
Pakistan from leaning so far toward [Beijing] that Congress cuts off 
U.S. aid. We may lose Pakistan, unless we can convince Ayub that he 
can’t have his cake and eat it too. Pakistan’s still desperate need for 
U.S. aid gives us real leverage. . . . Our dilemma is that U.S. eco- 
nomic aid is making Pakistan a real success story, so we hate to cut 
back for political reasons (but the Pak[istanis] would hate it tom) 

On April 21, 1965, Johnson decided on a tougher approach, impos- 
ing a de facto freeze on assistance to India and Pakistan until “a new 
contract” was worked out. The president held up future aid commit- 
ments, required White House approval for all pending decisions, and 
withdrew AID’s authority to make informal commitments in advance of 
congressional approval of funding.*° In a June 9, 1965, meeting with 
Secretary of State Rusk, Defense Secretary McNamara, National Secu- 
rity Adviser Bundy, Undersecretary of State for Economic Affairs 
Thomas Mann, AID Administrator David Bell, and NSC staff member 
Komer, the president agreed to release loans already approved but said 
that he personally would approve all new aid decisions until Congress 
passed the fiscal year 1966 aid bill. 

In the case of Pakistan, Johnson also asked “what U.S. pledge, if any” 
should be put on the table at the World Bank—sponsored consortium ses- 
sion scheduled for late July 1965. Bell commented that U.S. unwilling- 
ness to increase aid would be strong medicine, especially as Pakistan’s 
economic performance warranted a larger U.S. aid pledge.*' Since the 
consortium session would set the stage for Pakistan’s ambitious third 
five-year plan, the donors’ meeting would have great importance. 
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Unaware of Johnson’s intentions, an upbeat Shoaib and his staff 
were in Washington during June 1965, shaping an optimistic develop- 
ment program with World Bank and AID counterparts.** Sustainable 
growth seemed a real possibility, a vast improvement from Pakistan’s 
desperate straits of the mid-1950s, just a decade before. The planners 
hoped to double development expenditures to $10.9 billion during the 
coming five years and targeted an annual growth rate of 6.5 percent. 
Although the third five-year plan would continue to emphasize private- 
sector development, it would also promote increased agricultural pro- 
duction and pay far more attention to population control, health, and 
education—areas where Pakistan’s performance remained weak.** De- 
spite the strain in the bilateral political-security relationship, the eco- 
nomic ties seemed as strong as ever when the finance minister and his 
colleagues flew home from Washington.” 

The Pakistani economic team, however, did not know that Lyndon 
Johnson was about to make sure that Ayub Khan could no longer take 
U.S. economic aid for granted. On June 30, 1965, he instructed Am- 
bassador McConaughy to tell Shoaib that the U.S. government wanted 
a two-month postponement of the consortium meeting in order to per- 
mit congressional action before an aid pledge “and in view of certain 
other problems which we would be prepared to discuss with [the gov- 
ernment of Pakistan] should it wish”? Although Johnson hid behind 
the alleged congressional problem, “the postponement was designed to 
show Ayub,” NSC staff member Harold Saunders wrote, “that Ameri- 
can aid was far from automatic, and to be a forceful reminder that his 
relations with Communist China and other U.S.-Pakistani difficulties 
could endanger his nation’s economy.””° 

Contrary to White House hopes, the Pakistanis “took the news very 
hard” and “made the postponement a major public issue.”*’ In a speech 
in the National Assembly on June 13, 1965, Bhutto stated, “We are will- 
ing to hold a discourse and dialogue with the United States of America 
and to tell them how we are the aggrieved party and how, in spite of 
these aggravations, in spite of these grievous injuries, we have not aban- 
doned our friendship with them.” The next day, addressing a June 14, 
1965, Muslim League gathering, Ayub charged, “The U.S. has always 
acted in a manner that [is] prejudicial to Pakistan’s interests in the con- 
text of Indo-Pakistani relations.” The president declared that Pakistan 
would not agree to any U.S. demand that would incur the hostility of 
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China or the Soviet Union. But he ended his remarks on a calmer note, 
saying, “Pakistan [cannot] afford a big political mistake. It must face 
the situation with courage and be rational in its approach.” Pakistan’s 
government-controlled press ran banner headlines: ‘Freedom, Honor, 
Not for Barter” and “We Won’t Yield to Pressure.“ 

In line with his stiff public reaction, Ayub refused to take up the U.S. 
suggestion that he send Shoaib to Washington or come himself to dis- 
cuss “the certain other problems.” Instead of bowing to Johnson’s pres- 
sure tactics, Ayub chose to sit tight. He was a proud Pathan, and U.S. 
arm-twisting did not elicit the desired response. As Washington waited 
to see whether Pakistan would bend, officials fretted about the harm 
being done to U.S. economic objectives. Komer commented that al- 
though Ayub was putting himself “out on a limb,” he had “also created 
a dilemma for us.” What would the U.S. government do in September 
if the Pakistanis failed to respond and Congress approved the AID bill? 
Komer asked.” The first casualty as a result of the consortium post- 
ponement was Pakistan’s liberal commodity import policy, which, in 
the absence of an assured aid flow, Shoaib reluctantly curtailed. Bell 
wanted to save it, but told Rusk he could not recommend an interim 
commodity loan in view of Pakistan’s “belligerent and provocative 
response” to the consortium postponement.”? 


The 1965 India-Pakistan War 


Unknown to U.S. officials, developments were brewing in Pakistan that 
rendered moot the question of a U.S. pledge at the consortium meeting. 
In late 1964, after Ayub had authorized the foreign office, the army, and 
the intelligence services to draw up a plan to “defreeze” the Kashmir 
situation, a secret cell chaired by Foreign Secretary Aziz Ahmed had 
come into being.’ Reflecting the hawkish views of Foreign Minister 
Bhutto, the group pressed Ayub to adopt an aggressive Strategy. 
Alarmed by Indian moves in December 1964 to complete Kashmir’s 
political integration into India, the hard-liners argued that Pakistan 
needed to act quickly before Kashmir became just another Indian state 
and the world forgot about the problem. 

Emboldened by the then-fashionable concept of wars of national 
liberation, especially after the success of the Algerians in their strug- 
gle against the French, the cell recommended a somewhat similar 
strategy in Kashmir. The bold proposal called. for covertly infiltrating a 
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large number of men from the Pakistan-controlled portion of Kashmir 
(called Azad Kashmir, or “Free Kashmir’) to carry out widespread acts 
of sabotage and arson in the part of Kashmir that India controlled. The 
aim was to ignite the flame of what the hawks believed was an incipi- 
ent revolutionary situation in the Kashmir Valley. A presumed harsh 
Indian military response, the Pakistani hawks believed, would spark 
further trouble inside Kashmir, anger Muslim opinion throughout the 
world, and provide an excuse for the Pakistani army to intervene in 
southern Kashmir to cut off Indian forces in the north. Bhutto, Ahmed, 
and other cell members assumed that, as the situation deteriorated, the 
United States and the international community would not sit still but 
would intervene to force serious negotiations over the disputed state. 

Ever since its 1962 war with China, India had seemed a much- 
diminished country, and it was against this background that the Kashmir 
cell thought the strategy made sense. Nehru’s successor, the diminutive 
and frail Shastri, appeared to be a weak leader. Militarily, India’s repu- 
tation stood at its nadir after the defeat by the Chinese and the poor 
showing in the Rann of Kutch encounter. Strengthened by a decade of 
U.S. military assistance and training, the Pakistani military appeared 
the equal of India’s larger but less well equipped forces. New Delhi, 
however, had embarked on a major defense buildup after the Chinese 
debacle. Given India’s far larger economic base, it was only a matter of 
time until Pakistan would lose its military advantage. As Bhutto wrote 
Ayub in May 1965, the current “relative superiority of the military 
forces of Pakistan in terms of quality and equipment” was in danger of 
being overtaken as India’s defense buildup progressed.” 

When the Kashmir cell first put its proposal to Ayub in February 
1965, he flatly rejected the idea. “Who authorized the Foreign Office 
and the ISI [Inter-Services Intelligence Directorate] to draw up such a 
plan?” the president asked. “All I asked them was to keep the situation 
in Kashmir under review. They can’t force a campaign of military ac- 
tion on the Government.””’ Despite this firm “No,” the Kashmir cell did 
not give up and continued to press the president to accept the plan. 
After India’s poor showing in the Rann of Kutch, the usually cautious 
Ayub gave the green light on May 13, 1965.°* 

The goal of Operation Gibraltar, as the proposal was called, was to 
“defreeze the Kashmir problem, weaken Indian resolve, and bring 
[India] to the conference table without provoking a general war.””> But 
the proposal was seriously flawed. First, the belief that the Kashmiris 
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would rise in support of the intruders was a leap of faith not justified 
by any solid intelligence. Second, the assumption that Shastri would 
limit India’s military response to Kashmir and not strike across the 
international boundary in the Punjab to relieve pressure to the north 
was a bad misreading of Indian intentions. Third, puffed up by their 
victory in the Rann of Kutch, the Pakistanis mistakenly believed that 
India’s forces would prove no match militarily. Finally, the hawks 
wrongly concluded that the United States and other countries would 
engage themselves to force a Kashmir settlement rather than permit an 
India-Pakistan conflict. 

Operation Gibraltar began on August 5-6, 1965. In short order, the 
Indians gained the upper hand. Even though the intruders were able to 
cause a certain amount of disorder and disruption, few Kashmiris co- 
operated and Indian security forces were able to capture many of the 
infiltrators. It was clear by late August that Operation Gibraltar was 
failing. Although Ayub could have cut his losses, he unwisely decided 
to up the ante by trying to cut off the Indian military in Kashmir. On 
August 31, Pakistan sent a large armored force, including several dozen 
U.S.-supplied Patton tanks, across the cease-fire line in southern Kash- 
mir toward Akhnur, strategically located on the road to Srinagar that 
was the sole access to the valley from India. By capturing Akhnur, 
Pakistan would cut off Indian troops in Kashmir. Komer alerted Presi- 
dent Johnson that “having failed to spark a ‘war of liberation’ via a 
Kashmiri uprising, [the Pakistanis] may now feel they’ve got to enter 
the lists directly to forestall a humiliating failure.””° 

When UN Secretary-General U Thant urged a halt in hostilities, 
Secretary Rusk called in the Indian and Pakistani ambassadors to 
second the appeal. As the scope of the fighting broadened, both coun- 
tries charged that the other was using American-supplied equipment, 
contrary to U.S. stipulations that this not be permitted. Meanwhile, 
Johnson decided, “given existing strains in our relations with both par- 
ties, . . . not to engage in direct pressure on either Pak[istanis] or 
Indians for time being, but to place primary reliance on [the] UN’”” In 
his September 4, 1965, response to a message from Ayub, the U.S. pres- 
ident urged Pakistan to accept U Thant’s call for an end to the fighting.°”® 

On September 6, 1965, the conflict became a full-scale war. India 
struck across the international border in the Punjab to relieve pressure on 
Kashmir, sending several divisions toward Lahore, which lay only four- 
teen miles from the frontier. Ayub and Bhutto met with McConaughy 
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that same morning to inform him officially of the Indian attack and to 
plead for U.S. support. Presenting the U.S. envoy an aide-mémoire, the 
president called on the United States to take immediate action under the 
1959 U.S.-Pakistan bilateral agreement and the November 5, 1962, 
aide-mémoire. The Pakistani communication stated, “As Pakistan has 
become a victim of naked aggression by armed attack on the part of 
India, the Government of Pakistan requests the Government of the 
United States to act immediately to suppress and vacate the aggres- 
sion.” Even though Ayub did not deny that Pakistan had organized the 
infiltration into Kashmir and was using U.S.-supplied equipment, the 
president still asked for support. When McConaughy stressed the role 
of the UN, Ayub countered, ““You are on trial. You cannot hedge or hide 
from this obligation.” i 

The same morning, an angry, “almost hysterical” Pakistani army 
commander, Gen. Mohammed Musa, speaking with the U.S. military 
assistance chief, Maj. Gen. Robert Burns, condemned America for pro- 
viding military aid to India. Musa said that his country had “burned her 
bridges” in accepting U.S. military assistance and was now paying the 
price.*’ During a press conference at midnight on September 5, an emo- 
tional Foreign Minister Bhutto declared that Pakistan expected “not 
only moral and diplomatic but tangible military support from allies and 
associates.” The future course of Pakistan’s relations with all countries 
of the world “would depend on [the] attitude they took in the present 
crisis,” Bhutto stated.°! In effect, Pakistan’s stance was that stirring the 
pot in Kashmir—and even sending infiltrators across the cease-fire 
line—was acceptable, but India’s attack across the international frontier 
was “naked aggression” and an act of war. 

Washington did not see things the same way. In the face of a “vol- 
canic” reaction in the U.S. Congress, the Johnson administration an- 
nounced on September 8, 1965, that it was suspending military and 
economic aid to both India and Pakistan.°* U Thant flew off to South 
Asia the same day in a vain effort to get the two parties to stop the fight- 
ing. The fact that the Soviet Union, in the wake of the Ayub visit and 
during a period of reduced tensions with the United States, was at the 
time not following a totally pro-India stance made it possible for the 
UN to play a meaningful role in trying to stop the war. 

On September 9, 1965, McConaughy and Bhutto argued heatedly 
after the U.S. envoy formally advised that Washington was embargoing 
arms shipments. Bhutto vehemently charged that this action would not 
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further the prospects for peace. Washington was rewarding Indian 
aggression, he stated, and badly treating an ally dependent on U.S. 
military equipment. Charging India with “naked aggression,” the foreign 
minister said, “It is our honor we have to safeguard.” McConaughy 
retorted, “Was this realized when guerrilla operations were started in 
Kashmir? . . . It was a fateful decision you took to plan, organize, and 
support the Mujahid [freedom-fighter] operations.” Bhutto denied that 
Pakistan had planned the operations and called the movement a “purely 
Kashmiri affair””°* The following day, when McConaughy gave Bhutto 
the text of the congressional resolution, the foreign minister termed the 
U.S. decision to stop aid as “one which [if] adhered to, would mean that 
Pak[istani]-U.S. relations could not be the same again. . . . [T]he 
decision [was] not an act of an ally and not even that of a neutral. 

McConaughy had a less heated conversation with Ayub, also on 
September 10, 1965, during which the envoy conveyed the official re- 
sponse to Pakistan’s request for U.S. help. McConaughy asserted that 
the United States was implementing its assurances to Pakistan by sup- 
porting U Thant’s peace efforts. Washington considered India’s attack 
across the international border a most serious development, but noted 
that Pakistan had triggered the crisis by infiltrating large numbers 
across the cease-fire line in Kashmir.© 

The war front in the Punjab witnessed some of the largest tank 
battles since World War II. After a series of fierce armor attacks and 
counterattacks, Indian and Pakistani forces bogged down in hard but in- 
decisive combat on the outskirts of Lahore and further to the north near 
the city of Sialkot. According to Altaf Gauhar, Ayub Khan realized on 
September 11, 1965, that “for Pakistan the war was over” after a major 
counteroffensive south of Lahore ran out of steam. In view of the losses 
Pakistani forces had suffered and growing shortages of ammunition and 
other supplies, the president knew it was only a matter of time until his 
military would be defeated. Until mid-September, the Pakistani 
media had reported the war as a series of sweeping victories and major 
Indian defeats. The tone then subtly began to shift from the need to con- 
tinue the fighting “to a discussion of how peace can be brought 
about.” During a September 15, 1965, press conference, Ayub took up 
this theme, appealing for U.S. intervention to end the war.°® 

Lyndon Johnson, however, refused to bite. In a September 17, 1965, 
meeting with top advisers, the president declared, “We cannot get in- 
volved in unilateral approaches” and insisted on continuing to back UN 
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peace efforts. “I made up my mind last April we simply were out of 
business with Ayub and Shastri until we sign a contract,’ Johnson told 
Rusk, McNamara, and the others present. ‘““We are now in a position to 
tell them to quit fighting or else we will do no more business with 
them.” Although U.S. intelligence did not think Chinese military in- 
tervention likely, the Americans, the British, and the Soviets redoubled 
efforts to bring about an end to the conflict. 

According to Altaf Gauhar, Ayub and Bhutto flew secretly to Beijing 
to meet with Premier Zhou Enlai the night of September 19-20, 1965, 
and returned twenty-four hours later. Zhou reportedly told the Pakistanis 
that the Chinese were prepared to help by maintaining pressure on India 
in the Himalayas “for as long as necessary.” The Chinese leader stressed 
that Pakistan “must keep up the fighting even if [its troops] have to with- 
draw to the hills,’ but Ayub was not psychologically ready for a pro- 
longed guerrilla war. It was simply not within the ken of the Sandhurst- 
trained Pakistani leader to consider retreating to the hills to fight against 
the Indians as the Chinese communists had in their struggle against the 
nationalists.’° As Altaf Gauhar put it, “Neither Ayub nor Bhutto were 
prepared for this. The whole Foreign Office strategy was designed as a 
quick-fix to force the Indians to the negotiating table. Ayub had never 
foreseen the possibility of the Indians surviving a couple of hard knocks, 
and Bhutto had never envisaged a long drawn out people’s war.” 

After returning from China, Ayub reportedly wavered between con- 
tinuing the struggle or throwing in the towel in response to pressure 
from Washington, London, Moscow, and his own military. The best the 
United States would offer in pressing Pakistan to accept a cease-fire 
was to agree to the need for a Kashmir settlement. Johnson refused to 
commit to any particular solution and at the same time warned Ayub 
that he would assume collusion if Pakistan rejected the cease-fire and 
the Chinese moved militarily against India.” 

In the end, Ayub gave way, sending Bhutto to New York to attend the 
Security Council deliberations. In a fiery speech, the foreign minister 
suggested that Pakistan would continue to fight unless it got its way on 
Kashmir and gave no indication that his country was about to throw in 
the sponge. Then, just before the cease-fire deadline, he dramatically 
pulled a cable from his pocket to announce Pakistan’s acceptance.” If 
the performance did not impress those sitting in the Security Council 
chamber, the foreign minister’s remarks won wide applause in West 
Pakistan. 
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Ayub’s own address to the nation was less successful. Trying to 
make the best of a bad situation, the president called the cease-fire an 
“end to the firing” not an “end to the fighting.” The talk caused wide- 
spread unhappiness in West Pakistan, where the cease-fire triggered a 
psychological backlash among a people led to believe that Pakistan was 
winning the war. East Pakistan, which felt totally exposed and defense- 
less during the seventeen-day conflict, welcomed the news.“ 

The 1965 war proved a disaster for Pakistan and for Ayub. Although 
neither India nor Pakistan gained a decisive military advantage, India 
won simply by not losing. In the wake of the war, Bhutto might talk with 
bravado but could not realistically expect New Delhi to give ground on 
Kashmir or expect the rest of the world to exert itself after Pakistan had 
tried and failed to resolve the issue through the use of force. 

The conflict also set back Pakistan’s economic development. Quite 
apart from the suspension of U.S. aid and a further postponement of the 
World Bank consortium meeting because of the war, Finance Minister 
Shoaib found it necessary to divert funds to make up for substantial 
combat losses. Moreover, the war gravely jeopardized the relationship 
with the United States, previously the source of half of Pakistan’s eco- 
nomic aid and its main military arms supplier. 

For Ayub personally, the blow was in its way as heavy as the one that 
Nehru had suffered from the Sino-Indian war, even if this was less im- 
mediately apparent. Before the war, Pakistan’s leader was considered 
a major international figure; after Nehru’s death in May 1964, Ayub had 
become South Asia’s most prominent and impressive leader. In less 
than a decade, he had guided Pakistan from the status of a near basket 
case onto the road of sustained growth. Ayub appeared to be managing 
a stable, if not very democratic, political system. Rather like Charles de 
Gaulle, with whom he was sometimes compared, Ayub had thumbed 
his nose at the United States without totally fraying alliance links and 
had succeeded in establishing friendly ties with China, the main U.S. 
foe in Asia. The 1965 war changed all this. As Altaf Gauhar wrote, 
“T Ayub] seemed to have lost all power of decision. He continued to ag- 
onize over his own mistakes. . . . He knew that Gibraltar was his de- 
cision. Others might have used their positions to mislead him but there 
was no one in the Foreign Office or [General Headquarters] who could 
have forced him to act against his judgment.’”” 

In the wake of the conflict, U.S. prestige in Pakistan slumped to “an 
all-time low,’ Komer advised Johnson. Even though the United States 
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considered the suspension of aid justified, since Operation Gibraltar 
had touched off the fighting, Pakistanis felt bitterly let down and be- 
trayed by their ally. After the war ended, the government-controlled 
media continued to fuel anti-U.S. and pro-Chinese sentiments. ’° “Bit- 
terness toward the U.S. is deep-seated,’ a State Department research 
memorandum declared.’ 

Internationally, it was the Soviet Union, not the United States, that 
offered its good offices to try to patch things up between India and 
Pakistan, proposing to host peace talks at Tashkent. Ayub at first re- 
jected the idea, but in November 1965 he reluctantly agreed. The 
Pakistani leader was disturbed that the British and the Americans 
seemed to be allowing the Soviets, India’s long-time friends, to step 
forward as the peacemaker for the subcontinent. Since opposing com- 
munist involvement in the region had been the principal goal of U.S. 
South Asia policy, it was a startling development that Washington ac- 
tively supported the Soviet initiative for peace talks at Tashkent. Secre- 
tary of State Dean Rusk explained: “We encouraged the Russians to go 
ahead with the Tashkent idea, because we felt we had nothing to lose. 
If they succeeded in bringing about any detente at Tashkent, then there 
would be more peace on the subcontinent and we would gain from that 
fact. If the Russians failed at Tashkent, at least the Russians would have 
the experience of some of the frustration that we had for twenty years 
in trying to sort out things between India and Pakistan.”’® 


Ayub Visits Washington: “Pathetic and Sad” 


Ayub visited Washington on December 14-16, 1965. Shortly before the 
Pakistani leader’s arrival, the White House summed up U.S. thinking 
for the press. In order to resume aid, President Johnson wanted “to be 
sure that peace has returned between India and Pakistan.” It was disap- 
pointing, according to the press spokesperson, that ““Pak[istani] foreign 
policy has made it increasingly difficult to defend such massive aid be- 
fore Congress just at a time when that aid was really beginning to show 
results.” Regarding China, he said, “[T]he U.S. cannot cavil at normal 
Pak[istani] relations . . . but it can hardly be expected to support— 
however indirectly—any . . . alignment [between the Pakistanis and 
the Chinese intended] to squeeze India.”” 

When the two leaders met—their first face-to-face encounter since 
July 1961—Ayub was a chastened and diminished figure. After they 
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President Mohammed Ayub Khan gets the “LBJ treatment” from President Lyndon B. 
Johnson at the White House state dinner, December 1965. (Courtesy of the Lyndon B. 
Johnson Library.) 


talked alone, Johnson praised the visitor before assembled U.S. and 
Pakistani advisers, declaring, “Our people must be friends, we must 
find out what went wrong and erase it and we are going to do just that.” 
The U.S. president said that “[h]e was proud of the association between 
America and Pakistan, and especially of President Ayub, one of [the] 
truly great leaders [of that time].”*” 

Responding with “no warmth at all” and “almost as a formality,’ 
Ayub expressed affection for Johnson. Admitting that there had been 
differences between the two countries, he said he did not want to blame 
America because it could be argued the world had changed and the se- 
curity pacts had lost their relevance.*' In a muted tone, Ayub gave his 
perspective about the “drift” in U.S.-Pakistan relations. India’s military 
buildup, he declared, was directed mainly against Pakistan, not against 
China. He urged, almost plaintively, that the United States remain ac- 
tive in South Asia. “A gesture towards settling Indo-Pak[istani] disputes 
would be enormously appreciated.”*” 

During a second meeting alone, Johnson urged Ayub to do his best 
on Kashmir at Tashkent. If that failed, the United States would try to 
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President Johnson leans in to talk with President Ayub (at left) during the White House 
state dinner, December 1965. Foreign Minister Zulfikar Ali Bhutto is on Ayub’s left. 
(Courtesy of the Lyndon B. Johnson Library.) 


help, the U.S. president said, but Ayub should “not be under any illu- 
sion” that Washington could force a settlement. Turning to Vietnam, 
Johnson stated that although he would not “ask” Pakistan to send 
troops, he would like to have them there under the umbrella of SEATO. 

Ayub remained preoccupied with India. “I know you won’t believe 
it,’ he declared, “but those Indians are going to gobble us up.” Johnson 
replied that if the Indians tried, the United States would stop them. At 
the same time, he stressed that Pakistan could not tell the United States 
how it should handle India. “We give India food or anything else we 
want. Our India policy is our business.” Expressing understanding, 
Ayub asked Johnson, “What if the Indians try to knock us off?” “We 
would not let them,’ was Johnson’s reply. Ayub said that was all he 
wanted to know. He was not seeking economic or military aid at this 
point, only the reassurance “you have given me.” 

On China, the U.S. president flatly told Ayub that if Pakistan 
wanted close relations with the United States, “there could be no se- 
rious relationship with China.” But, Johnson added, he “understood 
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certain relationships just as a wife could understand a Saturday night 
fling by her husband so long as she was the wife.” Ayub said that his 
country’s “first obligation was to the United States and there were no 
[security] agreements of any kind with China.” Presumably to boost the 
visitor’s sagging morale, Johnson emphasized “how close he felt to 
Ayub, his fear, his problems. . . . [Johnson] would no more think 
about injuring Lady Bird than he would Ayub.”®* 

When the two leaders rejoined their advisers, Johnson summarized 
the discussion and expressed his regret that the visit had not taken place 
“a year or two earlier.” Johnson said that he “had made clear to Presi- 
dent Ayub that if the Pakistani people are in danger of being gobbled up 
the United States would be there just as [it is] in Vietnam. President 
Ayub had come asking for nothing but was going away with every- 
thing—with our friendship, our confidence, and our trust.’°* 

Ayub was far less effusive, saying that he “wished the United States 
had felt the same way a few months ago when Pakistan’s life was being 
threatened.” Although Pakistan could not dictate U.S. policy toward 
India, America should “understand our difficulties and our posi- 
tion. . . . Let us hope we get more comfort in [the] future out of our 
alliance with the U.S.”°° A downcast Ayub departed from Washington, 
according to Altaf Gauhar, disappointed by Johnson’s reluctance to re- 
engage U.S. influence in South Asia and his willingness to leave peace- 
making to the Soviets.*’ For his part, Johnson found the Pakistani pres- 
ident “much chastened . . . subdued, pathetic and sad. . . . He had 
gone on an adventure and been licked.”*® 


Tashkent and After 


At the Tashkent conference, in the first week of January 1966, Ayub re- 
luctantly agreed to sign the Soviet-brokered declaration when pressed 
to the wall by Premier Alexei Kosygin. The accord simply returned the 
situation in South Asia to where it had been before the war. Pakistan 
failed to achieve its main aim: a self-executing mechanism to solve the 
Kashmir dispute. When Indian prime minister Shastri died of a heart 
attack just hours after signing the Tashkent declaration, the Soviet- 
sponsored peace deliberations came to a tragic end. 

Although the India-Pakistan accord pleased the United States, the 
reaction in Pakistan was sour. To a public brainwashed by media re- 
ports of glowing military victories, Ayub’s failure to make progress 
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toward a Kashmir solution and his acceptance of the status quo ante 
were hard medicine. Given the meager results, people asked why 
Pakistan had shed the blood of so many of its young men against India. 
Especially in West Pakistan, where anti-Indian and anti-U.S. feelings 
remained at a fever pitch, the public increasingly blamed Ayub for fail- 
ing to reap the fruits of Pakistan’s supposed victory. 

The most prominent figure to turn against the Tashkent declaration 
was Foreign Minister Bhutto. Ironically, although the intellectual father 
of Operation Gibraltar, Bhutto was able to absolve himself of responsi- 
bility for the consequences of the war. The foreign minister spread the 
word that if Ayub had heeded his advice and not bowed to Western 
pressures for a cease-fire, Pakistan would have prevailed militarily. 
Over the course of several months, Bhutto adroitly transformed himself 
from Ayub’s loyal lieutenant into his acerbic critic. 

In Washington, an ever-upbeat Komer advised Lyndon Johnson that 
the talks with Ayub had halted the downward trend in U.S.-Pakistan 
relations and that developments were moving in the right direction: 
‘Ayub made clear that he regarded us as his ally and would not tie [Pak- 
istan] up with China, in return for [Johnson’s] promise that we would 
not let India gobble up Pakistan. The game is by no means over, and 
could be upset if Bhutto got rid of Ayub rather than vice versa. . . . 
But the odds are favorable if we resume aid just fast enough to convince 
the Pak[istanis] that full resumption is in the cards if they behave, 
yet. . . slowly enough to force Ayub to match it with performance.””*” 

A month later, on February 15, 1966, Johnson used the occasion of 
a stop in Pakistan by Vice President Hubert Humphrey during an Asia 
trip to turn the economic aid tap back on. Humphrey informed Ayub 
that the United States was prepared to provide a $50 million commod- 
ity loan, to start negotiations on food aid, and to relax the ban on arms 
transfers to permit some commercial and credit sales of nonlethal mil- 
itary equipment.’ Yet doubts persisted about Ayub’s relations with 
China, especially after a state visit for China’s President Liu Shaoqi 
was scheduled for late March 1966. 

Just before the Chinese leader’s arrival, Ambassador McConaughy 
expressed U.S. regrets about Pakistan’s receiving Liu “at a time of in- 
ternational bad behavior by the [Chinese]” and expressed the hope that 
the public welcome would be kept within bounds. Ayub answered 
testily that public enthusiasm for the Chinese must be expected: “After 
all, [the Chinese] came to our aid with unconditional offers of assistance 
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when our national existence was at stake. That our people cannot for- 
get.””! Asa sop to the Americans, however, Ayub dispatched Bhutto to 
attend CENTO and SEATO ministerial meetings, which the foreign 
minister had pointedly skipped in the previous year. 

Washington found Ayub’s balancing act sufficiently ambiguous that 
it held back from giving the green light for a full resumption of eco- 
nomic aid and rebuffed a proposed visit to the United States by Finance 
Minister Shoaib. In mid-April 1966, the finance minister came anyway. 
In economic terms, the argument for helping Pakistan’s development 
remained strong. Despite the fact that the Indo-Pakistani war had 
caused a 20 percent shortfall in Islamabad’s budget for the year, the de- 
ficiency could be made up if U.S. aid were resumed in the near future. 
The Johnson administration had to ask itself whether it was wise to fur- 
ther crimp Pakistan’s growth—and a possible foreign-assistance suc- 
cess story—by continuing to go slowly on resuming aid. In addition to 
economic damage, the U.S. stance was further hurting Ayub’s political 
position, already weakened by the war and the outcome of Tashkent. 

In Washington, Shoaib sought an early resumption of commodity 
lending, additional food aid, and approval for a long-pending steel-mill 
project proposed for Karachi. Apart from the status of the steel mill as 
a sign of economic modernization, the proposal was sensitive because 
the United States had muscled out a lower-cost German steel proposal 
with the promise of U.S. aid in 1961. Since then, consideration of the 
project had dragged on inconclusively because of additional, time- 
consuming feasibility studies and a funding dispute between the 
Export-Import Bank and AID. When Shoaib met with Walt Rostow, 
who had replaced Bundy as Johnson’s national security adviser, the 
Pakistani argued forcefully—but with some exaggeration—that the 
steel mill was “the biggest single thing we could do to restore U.S.- 
Pakistan relations.” 

The finance minister also stressed his country’s willingness to act 
reasonably with India. Shoaib said Pakistan was ready to export natural 
gas to India, to cooperate in an international effort to develop the waters 
of the Ganges-Brahmaputra basin, and to work with the World Bank in 
negotiating a mutual arms-expenditure ceiling. To meet U.S. concerns 
that higher defense spending would reduce development outlays, 
Shoaib said that any additional spending on arms would be funded by 
special taxes, not by tapping the development budget.” After discussion 
with Rusk and Rostow, Johnson responded positively. He approved 


Johnson: The Alliance Unravels 171 


$140 million of commodity aid, or roughly the prewar level, and the 
negotiation of a food aid program. Regarding the steel mill, the presi- 
dent said that if the bilateral political climate remained satisfactory, he 
was in principle willing to approve the project later in the year.” 

With the renewed flow of U.S. aid funds and a reasonably successful 
consortium meeting, the outlook for the Pakistani economy brightened. 
U.S. experts saw the prospect of an early breakthrough in food-grain 
production if the higher level of assistance were sustained. Pakistan 
seemed posed for a genuine leap forward—the green revolution— 
through improved seeds, better use of fertilizers and water, and agri- 
cultural marketing and policy reforms. 

Although Shoaib succeeded in getting the U.S. aid tap turned back 
on, he did not have long to enjoy this success. In the summer of 1966, 
Ayub dropped Bhutto as foreign minister, a move that greatly pleased 
Washington, and then balanced this and upset Washington by letting 
his finance minister go. Shoaib’s departure, however, did not portend a 
change in economic policy: his less well known successor, M. I. 
Uquali, continued Shoaib’s free-market policies, although he lacked 
his predecessor’s prestige and close ties with the Americans. After 
Ayub dropped Shoaib, the latter returned quietly to a senior post at the 
World Bank. 

In contrast, Bhutto’s departure was anything but quiet. A large crowd 
of supporters cheered the former foreign minister when he left for 
Europe “on sick leave.” After returning to Pakistan in the fall of 1966, 
he launched the Pakistan Peoples Party, an anti-Ayub political move- 
ment that espoused populist economic policies and a pro-China, anti- 
U.S., and anti-India foreign policy. That Bhutto had genuine political 
charisma soon became clear. His emotional yet articulate speeches 
drew large, cheering crowds, and a wide spectrum of nonestablishment 
opinion in West Pakistan found his message appealing. 


April 1967: A New U.S. Arms Supply Policy 


Resuming U.S. military aid to Pakistan proved a much more controver- 
sial issue than restarting economic aid. As soon as Washington and 
Rawalpindi were again on speaking terms, Ayub began to press for 
equipment and spares to make up for the major losses suffered during 
the war. Since the United States had provided almost all of Pakistan’s 
military equipment, the September 1965 arms suspension had hit 
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Islamabad far harder than it did New Delhi. India had received relatively 
little from the United States, had a growing domestic defense industry, 
and received substantial military help from the Soviet Union. 

In March 1966, Johnson approved a modest easing of the arms em- 
bargo to permit Pakistan to obtain “nonlethal” equipment. To avoid crit- 
icism that he was fueling further conflict between India and Pakistan, 
the export of “lethal” items—i.e., tanks, fighter aircraft, artillery, etc. 
continued to be barred. Even though the U.S. intention was to “relieve 
some of the pressures” on Ayub to turn to the Chinese for military 
equipment,’ the measure did not help much in terms of replenishing 
war losses. China, in fact, stepped in to replace the United States as 
Pakistan’s main arms supplier, providing substantial amounts of equip- 
ment, including MiG-19 fighter aircraft and T-54 tanks. 

In a further sign of interest in rebuilding relations, Johnson replaced 
career diplomat Walter McConaughy in mid-1966 with a Texas politi- 
cal friend, Eugene Murphy Locke, who had direct access to the presi- 
dent. Locke’s instructions from Jonnson were to “keep President Ayub 
happy.” Soon after arriving in Pakistan, the new ambassador became 
embroiled in a heated debate over arms policy with Chester Bowles, 
whom Johnson had retained as U.S. envoy to India. At dispute was 
whether to provide Pakistan with $8 million worth of spare parts for 
lethal equipment. When Locke argued that the United States should be 
forthcoming “to maximize the chances of improving our position in 
Pakistan and to limit that of Communist China,’”° Bowles countered 
that this would wreck the chances for India-Pakistan arms limitations 
and severely damage U.S.-India relations.”’ 

Despite the fact that Locke sharply criticized Bowles in private mes- 
sages to Johnson”® and warned in a September 27, 1966, embassy 
cable, “[W]Je are losing our chips in Pakistan by our indecision,” the | 
president proved unwilling in the end to increase the flow of arms to 
any substantial degree. This foot-dragging reflected the lower priority 
for India and Pakistan after their 1965 war, Washington’s reluctance to 
resume an extensive military supply with either country, and Johnson’s 
absorption with the war in Vietnam. In fact, in early 1967, Johnson 
sent Locke to Saigon as deputy ambassador after less than a year in 
- Pakistan. During that short tenure, however, Locke was able to take 
some of the chill out of relations, establishing warm ties with Ayub and 
convincing him that Locke was “a friend. . . when it came to dealing 
with Washington.” 
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Consideration of the issue of South Asia arms policy dragged on for 
nearly a year, until April 1967. Johnson then finally decided that the 
United States would sell spare parts for previously supplied U.S. equip- 
ment but would not provide financial credits or grant military assis- 
tance. The door remained closed against the export of tanks, fighter and 
bomber aircraft, and artillery to Pakistan.'°' Although Ayub was 
pleased to receive spare parts to help maintain U.S.-origin equipment, 
the April 1967 policy meant a far more restrictive and narrower mili- 
tary supply relationship with the United States. 

Neither Pakistan nor India was happy with the policy. Dissatisfied 
with the narrowness of the supply pipeline, the Pakistanis charged that 
they continued to be let down badly by their supposed ally. The Indians 
were even louder in their criticism—ironically, since, relatively speak- 
ing, they had the most to gain from the new approach. New Delhi, how- 
ever, feared that the April 1967 decision marked only a first step toward 
rebuilding the U.S.-Pakistan security relationship. Pakistan more accu- 
rately understood that it could no longer count on America for more 
than marginal military support.'°” 

After a decade of heavy engagement in South Asian security issues, 
the Johnson administration essentially gave up in frustration and was 
willing to accept a more passive role in the competition with the Soviet 
Union and China for influence in the region. Under the 1967 arms sup- 
ply policy, the United States kept its hand in play, but just barely. 
Nonetheless, Johnson still hoped to better relations with Pakistan 1f this 
were possible without paying too high a price. On December 22, 1967, 
the president met Ayub briefly at Karachi airport en route home from a 
trip to Vietnam. In addition to agreeing to help Pakistan with additional 
supplies of vegetable oil and wheat, Johnson said that he would explore 
the possibility of replacing aging World War [—vintage Sherman tanks 
with more modern Patton tanks.'°° 

During the remainder of Johnson’s term in the White House, ac- 
cording to James Spain, then in charge of Pakistan at the State Depart- 
ment, U.S. officials scoured the globe trying to locate tanks that could 
be transferred to Pakistan, since the arms policy ruled out sending them 
from the United States. At first, Belgium, Italy, and Germany were 
ready to oblige, but they pulled back mainly for domestic political rea- 
sons. Turkey was possible source, but it expected to receive more in 
return than Washington was willing to provide. In the end, the search 
for the tanks proved fruitless.'°* 
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Presidents Johnson and Ayub confer at the Karachi airport, December 1967. (Courtesy 
of the Lyndon B. Johnson Library.) 


Pakistan’s response to the more restrictive U.S. arms supply policy 
was not long in coming. When Ayub paid a second visit to the Soviet 
Union in late 1967 and Prime Minister Kosygin traveled to Pakistan in 
April 1968, a bargain was struck. In an effort to offset Chinese influence 
in Pakistan and to further reduce the U.S. position, the Soviets offered 
Ayub expanded economic aid and, for the first time, some military 
equipment.'”” In return, Ayub decided not to extend the lease of the U.S. 
communications intercept facility at Badaber, which was due to expire 
in 1969. Had Ayub not acted, the lease would have automatically been 
renewed for another ten years.'° Washington was unhappy to lose 
Badaber but accepted that this was a not unnatural consequence of events. 
In any case, after U.S. space satellites capable of intercepting Soviet com- 
munications had become operational in the mid-1960s, the Badaber fa- 
-cility had been reduced in importance. A memo from Acting Secretary of 
State Nicholas Katzenbach advised Johnson that the loss of Badaber did 
not represent a major setback to U.S. intelligence capabilities. ‘°’ 
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Even though Pakistan nominally remained a U.S. ally in 1969, Ayub, 
in effect, had completed the shift to neutralism that George Ball fore- 
saw after his September 1963 talks. Nowhere was this more apparent 
than in the contrast between Pakistan’s reaction to the Soviet military 
crackdown in 1956 in Hungary and its response to the similar Soviet 
action in 1968 in Czechoslovakia. In the case of Hungary, Pakistan, 
then the United States’s “most allied ally in Asia,’ vehemently criti- 
cized Moscow’s action. Twelve years later, Pakistan adopted a quite dif- 
ferent stance during the UN deliberations. Pakistan’s UN ambassador, 
Agha Shahi, abstained on the anti-Soviet resolution. A State Depart- 
ment intelligence note described his statement on Czechoslovakia as 
just “short of obvious alignment with the Soviets.”!"° 


Ayub in Political Trouble 


Domestically, Ayub Khan never fully recovered from the consequences 
of the 1965 war. In East Pakistan, the sense of helplessness and inse- 
curity during the conflict fanned long-standing Bengali grievances 
against West Pakistan, sparking the call for far greater political and eco- 
nomic autonomy embodied in the “Six Points” program of the Awami 
League. Leading the cry was Sheikh Mujibur Rahman, a rising and 
popular Bengali politician who had assumed the party’s leadership after 
the death of H. S. Suhrawardy in 1963. Mujibur Rahman’s arrest on 
charges of conspiring with the Indians made him a hero in East Pak- 
istan. In West Pakistan, Ayub’s former protégé Bhutto had artfully 
moved into a position of leadership among the political opposition. His 
Pakistan Peoples Party lambasted Ayub for giving too much away at 
Tashkent, for failing to continue the struggle for Kashmir, and for fail- 
ing to pursue economic policies that benefited the poor masses. 

Setbacks to the economy as a result of both the 1965 war and poor 
monsoons had sparked criticism that only a new and wealthy capitalist 
class was reaping the gains from Ayub’s free-enterprise policies. The 
president’s no-nonsense secularist approach had angered pro-Islamic 
elements. His disdain for democracy had earned the enmity of lawyers, 
students, and intellectuals. After nine years of rule by Ayub, corruption 
was again becoming a way of life in Pakistan. Particularly damaging 
was the widespread belief that Ayub’s eldest son, Gauhar Ayub, fat- 
tened his wallet by taking advantage of the family name. 
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The shakiness of the Pakistani president’s position became more 
evident in early 1968 after a severe case of pneumonia effectively side- 
lined Ayub for several months. Having removed Bhutto and other po- 
tential rivals, the president stood alone. During his illness, according to 
Altaf Gauhar, the government ran largely on inertia.!© Having never 
succeeded in winning the affection of his people—as a more charis- 
matic leader might have—foreign and economic policy setbacks cost 
Ayub their respect. His illness revealed that he was far more vulnerable 
than imagined. 

In a serious public relations blunder, the regime launched a major 
publicity campaign to celebrate ten years of Ayub’s presidency as the 
“Decade of Development.” Opponents took to the streets in protest. 
With a new round of elections slated for 1970, opposition politicians 
clamored that the indirect voting system be scrapped in favor of uni- 
versal suffrage. After anti-Ayub demonstrations rocked major cities, the 
government made matters worse by arresting Bhutto and other opposi- 
tion leaders. Weakened by his illness, Ayub responded sluggishly to his 
opponents. He showed little of his old pep or snap. As the Johnson 
administration ended in January 1969, Ayub was beginning to totter. 


A Notional Alliance 


The Johnson years witnessed a fundamental shift in U.S.-Pakistan re- 
lations. When Johnson became president after Kennedy’s assassina- 
tion, relations were at a “standoff” over U.S. military aid to India and 
Pakistan’s flirtation with China. In his rough-hewn Texan fashion, 
Johnson twisted Ayub’s arm to limit Pakistan’s relationship with Beijing 
as the price for continued large-scale economic aid. When the pressure 
tactics failed and Pakistan and India went to war over Kashmir in 1965, 
Johnson largely gave up on Pakistan. With the Vietnam War at its peak, 
the United States lost interest in the subcontinent. By the time Johnson 
left office in January 1969, the alliance was over in all but name and 
the United States was no longer trying to serve as South Asia’s security 
manager. Even though Washington continued to provide substantial 
economic assistance, it had drastically restricted the military supply 
~ relationship. 

A proud Pathan, Ayub had refused to give up his country’s new 
friendship with China to satisfy the Americans, who he felt had threat- 
ened Pakistan’s security by agreeing to long-term military aid to India. 


Johnson: The Alliance Unravels 17 


But an overconfident Pakistani president made a major misjudgment in 
concluding that he could have a warm relationship with China and still 
maintain intimate security ties with the United States. With Lyndon 
Johnson as president, this was not possible. 

After the United States not only refused to help against India during 
the 1965 war but suspended aid, the Pakistanis felt betrayed. As the 
alliance relationship shriveled, the one substantial quid pro quo that 
Pakistan had provided the Americans—the Badaber intelligence 
facility—became a casualty. For all practical purposes, the U.S.- 
Pakistan alliance had become a notional affair by the time Pakistan’s 
old friend Richard Nixon defeated Vice President Hubert Humphrey in 
the 1968 presidential elections. 


Nixon: The Tilt 


Pakistan had greatly changed during the eight years since Richard 
Nixon had ended his term as vice president in January 1961. At that 
time, President Ayub Khan was considered a valued ally who was 
doing a creditable, if not very democratic, job of managing his country. 
In January 1969, when Nixon became president, Ayub’s regime was 
crumbling. 

To maintain order in the streets against antigovernment demonstra- 
tors, the Pakistani president found it necessary to deploy the army in 
Karachi, Lahore, Dacca, and other major cities.! Ayub’s willingness to 
negotiate with opposition leaders, not to run in the 1970 elections, and 
to shift from a presidential to a parliamentary system failed to restore 
calm.” . 

Although Ayub wanted the military to intervene, his service chiefs 
were reluctant and pressed the president to work out a political settle- 
ment. Ayub tried but failed to reach agreement with key opposition 
leaders, including Awami League chief Sheikh Mujibur Rahman, 
whom Ayub had reluctantly released from a prison term for charges of 
conspiring with India. The principal stumbling block in the negotia- 
tions was the extent of autonomy that East Pakistan would enjoy— 
which was the issue that in 1971 would lead to the breakup of the 
country. 

With no agreement in sight, a tired and dejected Ayub resigned on 
March 25, 1969, handing power over to Army chief Gen. Mohammed 
Yahya Khan. In his farewell radio address, the once-proud Ayub de- 
clared, “I cannot preside over the destruction of my country”? Yahya 
then proclaimed martial law and abrogated the 1962 constitution. 
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Martial Law Once More 


Unlike in 1958, the Pakistani military did not have an action plan when 
it assumed power in 1969. Fun-loving, easygoing Yahya Khan was a 
striking contrast to sober, serious, and hard-working Ayub. In another 
departure from Ayub’s example, Yahya ruled as first among equals, in 
effect sharing power with his senior colleagues. Although the tragic 
events of 1971 would reveal Yahya as sadly out of his depth, his initial 
months as president seemed promising. The country quickly appeared 
to return to normal. Economic life resumed. Even though Yahya banned 
public meetings, he did not jail the politicians, who were quietly con- 
tent to let the dust settle. 

U.S.-Pakistan relations had dramatically deteriorated during the 
Kennedy and Johnson administrations. Despite the fact that the United 
States remained Pakistan’s largest source of economic aid, it no longer 
provided security assistance. CENTO and SEATO had become largely 
paper alliances. Pakistanis deeply resented the treatment received dur- 
ing the 1965 war and firmly believed that they had been betrayed by 
the Americans. But when Richard Nixon moved into the White House, 
Islamabad had reason to hope for better days. 

An old friend of Pakistan, Nixon had visited the country five times, 
twice as vice president and three times after he left that office. Ayub had 
wisely given Nixon a red-carpet welcome during his travels as a private 
citizen. In contrast, the Indians received him with the minimum cour- 
tesy consistent with protocol.’ As president-elect, Nixon wrote to for- 
eign leaders urging them to maintain direct contact with him after he 
occupied the Oval Office. In his letter to Ayub, Nixon added a personal 
note, “I shall always be grateful for the courtesies extended to me on 
my visits to Pakistan.” 

As Nixon settled into the presidency, he nonetheless continued the 
South Asia policy that he inherited, “except to adopt a somewhat 
warmer tone toward Pakistan,’ according to Henry Kissinger, the Har- 
vard professor whom Nixon had named as his national security adviser. 
“Our policy objective on the subcontinent was, quite simply, to avoid 
adding another complication to our agenda,” Kissinger wrote in his 
memoirs.° In Asia, the administration’s major goal was to disengage 
U.S. military forces from Vietnam without appearing to lose the war. 
Nixon’s solution was the gradual withdrawal of American troops and 
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the shift of the military burden to South Vietnamese forces—the policy 
of “Vietnamization.” 

A brief visit to South Asia in May 1969 by the new secretary of state, 
William Rogers, provided the Nixon administration’s first high-level 
contact with the Yahya regime. During Rogers’s stop in Lahore, on 
May 24, 1969, Pakistan’s new leader sounded an old refrain, pressing 
the visitor to ease U.S. restrictions on the supply of arms. Rogers’s com- 
ments to the press that administration proposals would “go a long way 
to meeting Pakistan’s requirements” were soothing words to his hosts.’ 

Yahya’s main focus lay on domestic affairs. To reduce discontent, he 
announced a number of popular changes, including an increased share 
of development spending for East Pakistan and the redivision of West 
Pakistan into four separate provinces. He also lifted the ban on politi- 
cal activity and announced that national elections would be held in 
1970.° At the same time, Yahya accepted Bengali demands that Na- 
tional Assembly seats be allocated on the basis of one man, one vote— 
1.e., population rather than parity between East and West Pakistan— 
thereby assuring a majority for the more populous east. The one key 
issue that he did not address was the extent of provincial autonomy, the 
issue on which Ayub and Mujib had been unable to agree and which 
would become the major dispute once more with East Pakistan after the 
1970 elections. 

The inexperience of Pakistan’s new president in handling foreign af- 
fairs soon became apparent. In May 1969, Soviet premier Alexei Kosy- 
gin paid his second visit within a year to Pakistan, this time presumably 
to size up the post-Ayub leadership.’ At immediate issue was a proposal 
by Kosygin to open up transit trade across Pakistan and Afghanistan to 
permit increased economic activity between the Soviet Union and 
South Asia. Although Yahya readily agreed with this proposal, he had 
to back off in the face of stiff opposition from the foreign ministry and 
his military colleagues. The plan would have risked involving Pakistan 
in an anti-Chinese grouping—the Sino-Soviet split was then at its 
height after the March 1969 border clashes between the two powers— 
and would have meant renewed trade with India, which had been 
banned by Islamabad since the 1965 war.'° The episode revealed a 
_ major weakness of Yahya’s: his tendency to act before thinking through 
the consequences. 

In June 1969, when Pakistan’s president paid an official visit to 
Moscow, he probed about additional Soviet military assistance. Kosygin 
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stressed that Pakistan could not “be on friendly terms at the same time 
with China and with the Soviet Union.”’'' If Islamabad wanted more 
Soviet arms aid, it would have to distance itself from Beijing. This was 
a step that Yahya and his colleagues were unwilling to take.'* Given 
New Delhi’s increasing unhappiness about the Soviets’ sending arms to 
Pakistan and Yahya’s unwillingness to reduce ties with Beijing, 
Moscow decided to revert to a more pro-India stance. Although the 
Russians delivered the arms that they had previously promised, they 
made no further military supply commitments to Pakistan. 


Nixon Seeks Yahya’s Help 


Just as the Soviets were refocusing their South Asia policy, Richard 
Nixon became the second serving U.S. president to visit the subconti- 
nent. In mid-summer 1969, he stopped for a day each in India and 
Pakistan during a tour that included six Asian countries and Romania. 
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Presidents Richard Nixon and Yahya Khan watch ceremonies in Lahore, August 1969. 
(Courtesy of the Nixon Presidential Materials Project.) 
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After New Delhi’s 110-degree heat, Lahore, where it was only 100 de- 
grees, seemed almost comfortable. In contrast to the lower temperature, 
the official welcome in Lahore was markedly warmer than the recep- 
tion in New Delhi the day before. After Air Force One touched down, 
Yahya praised the U.S. president as “an old friend” of Pakistan. In 
replying, Nixon spoke of his intention “to restore a relationship of 
friendship based on mutual trust.” As. far as the public and the bureau- 
cracy were aware, the main issue that the leaders discussed was the 
U.S. arms-supply policy. The press was told that the administration 
would be making a decision on this question later in the year.’° 

Vastly more important, but a closely guarded secret, was Nixon’s re- 
quest for Yahya’s help in opening up relations between the United 
States and China. The U.S. president asked that Yahya tell Pakistan’s 
friends in Beijing that Nixon did not believe Asia could “move for- 
ward” without China and would not be party to Soviet efforts to isolate 
the Chinese.'* Yahya was initially reluctant to become involved, ac- 
cording to Pakistani ambassador to Washington Agha Hilaly, but in the 
end agreed to raise the subject with the Chinese leadership.'° 

Nixon’s request marked the beginning of two years of secret diplo- 
macy between Washington, Islamabad, and Beijing that would culmi- 
nate in Kissinger’s stunning visit to China in July 1971. Ironically, the 
friendly relationship that Islamabad had developed with Beijing, which 
the Kennedy and Johnson administrations considered Pakistan’s major 
sin, became its cardinal virtue when Nixon looked for ways to commu- 
nicate with the Chinese. 

The opening to China was an essential element in Nixon’s strategy 
of creating a new global balance of power. His aim was to bring China 
into the family of nations—reversing two decades of U.S. efforts to iso- 
late Beijing—and to use an improved U.S.-Chinese relationship as a 
lever with Moscow to press for U.S.-Soviet détente. In contrast to this 
global “Great Game,” South Asia per se had limited importance to the 
new administration. Only | of the 85 pages of the administration’s 1970 
report to Congress on foreign policy and 3 of the 125 pages in the 1971 
report were devoted to the subcontinent. In the latter, the president 
summed up U.S. policy goals as promoting economic development, ad- 
_ dressing humanitarian concerns, and encouraging India and Pakistan to 
settle their differences. U.S. strategic concerns, Nixon declared, were 
limited to seeing that neither China nor the Soviet Union gained a 
dominant position on the subcontinent. Indicating U.S. acceptance of 
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India’s nonalignment and Pakistan’s altered foreign policy stance, the 
report stated, “We have no desire to press on them a closer relationship 
than their own interest leads them to desire.”’® 

On February 22, 1970, Yahya sent word to the White House through 
Ambassador Hilaly that the Chinese had responded positively to 
Nixon’s overture. The White House reply, which was sent via the Pak- 
istanis, suggested that the two countries seek a more suitable vehicle 
for bilateral discussions than the stylized dialogue that U.S. and Chi- 
nese diplomats had conducted at meetings in Warsaw for nearly two 
decades. A similar message was passed to Beijing through the Roma- 
nians. At this juncture, according to Kissinger, the administration had a 
“slight preference” for the Pakistani channel, mainly because the fact 
that Romania was a communist state could complicate matters." 

In keeping with the “somewhat warmer tone toward Pakistan,” Nixon 
decided to make a gesture in the area of arms supply. Recognizing that 
any loosening of the ban on transfers of lethal weapons would disturb 
the Indians, the bureaucracy pondered for nearly a year over what the 
gesture would contain and how the package would be presented. It was 
not until shortly before October 25, 1970, when Yahya was scheduled 
to attend a White House dinner celebrating the twenty-fifth anniversary 
of the United Nations, that the U.S. government made up its collective 
mind. The decision, announced on October 8, 1970, was for a ‘‘one-time 
exception” to permit Pakistan to procure about $50 million worth of 
replacement aircraft and some three hundred armored personnel carri- 
ers. Islamabad welcomed the decision; New Delhi was upset.'® 

While in Washington to attend the UN anniversary dinner, Yahya 
also met privately with Nixon and Kissinger. The New York Times re- 
ported that they talked about U.S. military and economic aid to Pak- 
istan and China’s relations with Asia.'” Only a few people, not includ- 
ing Secretary of State Rogers, knew that Nixon had reiterated his 
interest in better U.S.-China relations. As Yahya was scheduled to visit 
Beijing the following month, Nixon asked him to tell his hosts in Bei- 
jing that the United States regarded rapprochement as “essential,” 
would not join a “condominium” against China, and would be prepared 
to send a high-level envoy for secret discussions.” 

At this point, the U.S. ambassador to Pakistan, Joseph Farland, was 
not informed about Pakistan’s role in the exchanges with China. A Re- 
publican political appointee, Washington lawyer, and onetime Federal 
Bureau of Investigation agent, Farland had gained diplomatic experience 
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as ambassador to Panama and to the Dominican Republican during the 
Eisenhower administration. He was not personally close to Nixon, who 
gave him no special instructions regarding the assignment to Pakistan 
when Farland called on the president before departing for Islamabad in 
late 1969.7" 


Pakistan’s First General Elections 


During the October 1970 White House meeting with Yahya, Kissinger 
inquired about the prospects for the elections that were to take place 
two months later. Pakistan’s president replied confidently that numer- 
ous political parties would win seats, that there would be quarrels be- 
tween them, and that he would remain the arbiter of his country’s pol- 
itics.°* On December 7, 1970, the voters of Pakistan proved Yahya to be 
a poor political pundit. In East Pakistan, Mujib and his Awami League, 
campaigning for full regional autonomy, won a nearly total sweep. 
They gained 160 of 162 seats to obtain an absolute majority in the 300- 
seat assembly. In West Pakistan, former foreign minister Zulfikar Ali 
Bhutto’s Pakistan Peoples Party (PPP) emerged as the surprise victor. 
Running on a populist program of “bread, clothing, and shelter,’ Bhutto 
gained 81 seats to win a clear majority in the western wing. 

Mujib’s victory was expected, but not its extent. What turned the an- 
ticipated landslide into a political volcano was the central government’s 
sluggish response to a devastating cyclone and tidal wave that killed an 
estimated two hundred thousand people in East Pakistan. Not until after 
foreign disaster aid started pouring in did the Pakistani central govern- 
ment mount a substantial relief effort. For the Bengalis, the lackadaisi- 
cal attitude toward their enormous human tragedy was the final straw. 

The day after Pakistan’s elections, on December 8, 1970, Ambas- 
sador Hilaly delivered another positive message from Chinese premier 
Zhou Enlai to the White House. In it, Zhou stated that “a special envoy 
of President Nixon would be most welcome. . . . The United States 
knows that Pakistan is a great friend of China and therefore we attach 
great importance to the message.””” 

Yahya had received the text from the Chinese ambassador in Islam- 
abad. He then wrote out the message in longhand for dispatch to Hilaly 
by a special courier. In keeping with Yahya’s instructions, the ambas- 
sador read the message to Kissinger but did not leave a copy. The na- 
tional security adviser wrote down the text himself. Kissinger later 
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gave Hilaly a typed response, which the courier carried back to Islam- 
abad for delivery to the Chinese ambassador. This unusual procedure— 
designed to minimize the risk of leaks—was followed throughout the 
secret exchanges. When Kissinger asked Hilaly not to mention these 
messages to anyone, including Secretary of State Rogers, the ambas- 
sador found the request “bizarre,” but complied.” 

During the four months between the December 1970 elections and the 
March 1971 army crackdown in the east, joy in Pakistan over the coun- 
try’s first democratic elections dissipated. After the three key leaders— 
Yahya, Mujib, and Bhutto—failed to agree on a constitutional arrange- 
ment, a political impasse developed.*’ The heart of the problem 
remained how to reconcile Bengali demands for autonomy with the sur- 
vival of a united Pakistan. Although Mujib had told Yahya before the 
elections that his demands for provincial autonomy were negotiable, the 
extent of the electoral sweep made the Awami League leader the pris- 
oner of Bengali hard-liners who wanted independence. Instead of com- 
promising, Mujib stonewalled, refusing to travel to Islamabad for polit- 
ical discussions and insisting that Yahya meet with him in Dacca. 
Bhutto, who was the cleverest but also the most opportunistic of the 
three key leaders, pressed the military not to yield to Awami League 
demands after Mujib spurned a power-sharing arrangement with the 
West Pakistani election winner. 

Despite the stalemate, Yahya announced that the assembly would 
meet on March 3, 1971. Playing the spoiler, Bhutto then declared that 
he would boycott the session unless Mujib agreed to settle major con- 
stitutional issues beforehand. When Mujib refused and Bhutto threat- 
ened a general strike in West Pakistan, Yahya postponed the meeting. In 
the face of a fierce reaction and paralyzing strikes in East Pakistan, 
however, a vacillating Yahya reversed himself and agreed to convene 
the assembly later in March. Mujib, however, threatened that he would 
not attend unless Yahya ended martial law and transferred political 
power to the Awami League majority. 

In this confused and tense atmosphere, Pakistan’s president arrived in 
Dacca on March 15, 1971, supposedly for further negotiations. Profes- 
sor Golam Wahid Choudhury, a Bengali who served in Yahya’s cabinet, 
described the situation as being “like giving oxygen to a dying patient 
when the doctors have declared him a lost case.”*° The talks, surpris- 
ingly, seemed to be making progress, even as rumors spread that they 
were simply a charade to permit the Pakistani army to complete its 
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buildup before cracking down in the east. In Lahore, for example, vet- 
eran West Pakistani politician Mumtaz Daultana approached the Amer- 
ican consulate general to warn that army intervention was imminent and 
to urge that the United States press Yahya to continue trying for a settle- 
ment. Ambassador Farland proposed to Washington on March 10, 1971, 
that he convey U.S. hopes for a satisfactory resolution of the political 
crisis. Two days later, the State Department approved his doing so.”’ 
On March 23, 1971, normally celebrated as Pakistan Day, the Awami 
League ruled the streets of Dacca and raised the banner of Bangladesh 
throughout the city. The green-and-white Pakistani flag flew only in a 
few places, such as the president’s house and the military cantonment. 
That morning, in what turned out to be the final negotiating session, the 
Awami League formally rejected the government’s proposal and pre- 
sented its own draft constitution. This called for a “Confederation of 
Pakistan” that left the central government with negligible powers. The 
next day, as the crisis atmosphere mounted, the State Department in- 
structed Farland to avoid any further involvement in the political situa- 
tion. “We do not believe we can play [a] useful role as [a] middleman 
or mediator in [an] essentially Pakistan[i] domestic concern,” the cable 
stated.7® By then, outside intervention had become irrelevant, for the 
Pakistani army had decided to resolve matters by the use of force. 


The Army Cracks Down 


Yahya departed from Dacca unannounced during the afternoon of 
March 25, 1971. At 1 A.M. the following day, the Pakistani army imple- 
mented its plan to crush the Awami League and its supporters. Broad- 
casting from Karachi that night, Yahya called Mujib a traitor, blamed 
him for the crisis, and banned the Awami League. Although the army 
was able to arrest Mujib at his home, most other Awami League leaders 
managed to flee. At first, there was considerable confusion about events. 
The military imposed a news blackout, confining the several dozen for- 
eign journalists to Dacca’s Intercontinental Hotel. The journalists were 
expelled the next day after the army seized their notes and film.”” 
Although the foreign press reported widespread shooting and tracer 
rounds lighting up the Dacca skies,*” only gradually did a picture of the 
Pakistani army’s bloody repression of the Bengalis emerge. In its clas- 
sified cables, the Dacca consulate general reported that “the Pakistani 
military forces were on a reign of terror. They were systematically 
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seeking out and killing Awami League leaders and members, including 
student leaders and university faculty’”*' Consul General Archer Blood 
urged the U.S. government to express shock at events in the east. Al- 
though not going as far as Blood, the embassy in Islamabad recom- 
mended that the administration voice its deep concern but try “not to 
make developments a contentious international political issue.” Wash- 
ington decided to hold off taking a position, saying that it wanted to 
await further developments.” 

Within a few days, the State Department accepted Blood’s recom- 
mendation to evacuate some seven hundred American citizens from 
East Pakistan, leaving only twenty members of the consulate staff in 
Dacca. Despite the fact that the U.S. Air Force was ready to transport 
the evacuees to Bangkok, only an hour’s flight away, the Pakistani gov- 
ernment insisted that they first fly from Dacca to Karachi in Pakistan In- 
ternational Airlines (PIA) aircraft before leaving the country. Although 
unhappy about this demand, Ambassador Farland agreed in order to 
avoid further delay. What Farland did not know and what infuriated the 
evacuees was that the PIA planes were returning to Karachi after ferry- 
ing Pakistani soldiers to Dacca to reinforce the military in the east.” 

In Washington, Rogers deplored the suffering caused by the civil 
strife but refused to get drawn into what he termed “an internal Pak- 
istan matter’”’** As evacuees began to relate harrowing tales of army 
killings of Bengali civilians, the reluctance of the Nixon administration 
to condemn the Pakistani action began to draw sharp criticism. An 
April 7, 1971, editorial in the New York Times declared, “Washington’s 
persistent silence on recent events in Pakistan is increasingly incom- 
prehensible in light of eye witness evidence that the Pakistani Army has 
engaged in indiscriminate slaughter.” 

The silence was particularly incomprehensible to the staff remaining 
at the Dacca consulate general. Angered by events on the ground and 
their government’s refusal to speak out, they sent a collective “dissent 
channel” telegram to the State Department.*° The Dacca dissent argued 
that the United States had no major national security interests at stake 
and, therefore, in keeping with traditional American support for human 
rights and self-determination, should condemn the military’s repression 
of East Pakistan. 

When Ambassador Farland saw Dacca’s telegram, he shrugged his 
shoulders.°’ The reaction of the White House and top levels of the 
State Department was less laid back. According to Kissinger, Nixon 
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reportedly ordered that Blood be transferred: Secretary Rogers “found 
it ‘outrageous’ that his diplomats were writing petitions rather than re- 
ports.”°® Blood had given the cable a low classification of “limited of- 
ficial use.” The next day the State Department reclassified the message 
as “secret—nodis” (a far higher security classification with stringently 
controlled and extremely limited distribution). Nonetheless, official 
Washington and the media soon became aware that the Dacca staff was 
up in arms about the U.S. government’s silence over events in East 
Pakistan. 

What only a handful of officials knew, not including Rogers, was the 
pivotal role that Yahya Khan was playing in Nixon’s efforts to open a 
dialogue with China. Just as the Pakistani army was in the process of 
making the country an international pariah by its brutal repression of 
Fast Pakistani aspirations, the secret Washington-Islamabad-Beijing 
exchanges were nearing their climax. 

On April 27, 1971, Hilaly read Kissinger a key message from Zhou 
Enlai in which Zhou confirmed Chinese willingness to receive a secret 
U.S. envoy. Zhou proposed that the logistics and modalities of the visit 
be worked out “through the good offices of President Yahya Khan”? 
Two weeks later, Kissinger handed Hilaly the reply, which stated that 
he would lead the secret mission and agreed to work out the arrange- 
ments through Yahya.*° On June 2, 1971, Hilaly conveyed Zhou’s pro- 
posal that Kissinger travel to China in mid-June. Nixon’s reply sug- 
gested that the trip take place a month later in order to avoid stirring up 
media speculation about a sudden Kissinger visit to Asia.” 

The only two officials in the Islamabad embassy aware of the secret 
trip were Farland and the Central Intelligence Agency’s station chief. 
They had been called back to Washington in May 1971 and instructed 
to work out a cover plan directly with Yahya. After various alternatives 
were considered, it was agreed that Kissinger would stop in Pakistan 
during an Asia trip and travel to Beijing in a PIA jetliner while sup- 
posedly resting in the mountains after a feigned attack of dysentery.” 

The secrecy surrounding the China trip prevented the White House 
from revealing to officials dealing with South Asia the most important 
reason for its refusal to criticize Yahya about events in East Pakistan. 
The best explanation Kissinger could offer was to refer obliquely to 
“Nixon’s special relationship with Yahya” and to say the president 
“does not want to be in the position where he can be accused of having 
encouraged the split-up of Pakistan.””*° This approach did not sit well 
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with most Democrats and some Republicans in Congress. They inter- 
preted Nixon’s silence as a further example of his administration’s dis- 
regard for human rights. Typical of the public criticism was a New York 
Times editorial lambasting Nixon for “following a dangerously short- 
sighted policy.” 

In contrast to America’s hands-off stance, neither the Soviet Union 
nor China remained silent. A week after the army crackdown, on April 2, 
1971, Soviet President Nikolai Podgorny publicly urged Yahya to take 
“immediate measures so as to put an end to bloodshed and repressions 
against the population of East Pakistan.” Despite this criticism, how- 
ever, Moscow continued its economic assistance and delivery of mili- 
tary supplies promised earlier to Pakistan.*” China was predictably 
more supportive, publicly backing the Pakistanis “in their just struggle 
to safeguard State Sovereignty and national independence.”*° Later, 
however, Pakistan’s foreign secretary, Sultan Khan, recalled that Zhou 
Enlai had privately urged a greater effort toward political normalization 
with the eastern wing and never “held out any possibility of coming to 
Pakistan’s aid with her armed forces.””” 

In the United States, public attention turned to the Pakistani army’s 
use of U.S.-supplied military equipment in the suppression of the Ben- 
galis. The Senate Foreign Relations Committee voted unanimously for 
an immediate and complete cutoff of arms transfers. Revelation that the 
U.S. government had been selling ammunition to Pakistan as a “non- 
lethal” item provided further embarrassment.** Even though the White 
House tightly controlled foreign policy, Kissinger and his National 
Security Council (NSC) staff could not manage all the details. After the 
White House failed to respond to a recommendation to suspend arms 
exports to Pakistan as a way to allay critics, the State Department went 
ahead to impose what it thought was a complete ban.” 

Thus press revelations in June 1971 that arms exports to Pakistan 
were, in fact, continuing provided fresh embarrassment. These reports 
sparked stinging criticism by Senator Edward Kennedy (D-Mass.) and 
by India, whose foreign minister had been informed in Washington that 
all arms shipments had stopped.°” What happened was not duplicity, as 
Kennedy, the media, and the Indians alleged, but an administrative 
snafu. When the State Department suspended issuance of export 
licenses, it did not realize that the Pentagon was continuing to allow the 
Pakistanis to ship out of the country equipment that they had taken 
custody of under earlier licenses.” 
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Although Nixon refused to agree to stop economic aid, he eventually 
endorsed the ban on arms exports. In approving it, Nixon added a per- 
sonal note: “To all hands. Don’t squeeze Yahya at this time.”°* The Pak- 
istani leader, however, further tarnished his country’s already dreadful 
image by refusing to accept emergency humanitarian aid. In rejecting 
assistance, Yahya termed press reports about human suffering in East 
Pakistan “highly exaggerated—if not altogether tendentious””° The 
trickle of those fleeing East Pakistan into India had become a torrent, 
with the number of refugees estimated at 1.5 million.°4 

As a sign of his stance regarding Pakistan, Nixon received M. M. 
Ahmed, a special envoy from Yahya and his top economic adviser, at 
the White House on May 10, 1971. Calling the Pakistani leader “a good 
friend,’ the president said he could “understand the anguish of the de- 
cisions which he had to make.” Nixon commented that he was not 
going to tell Pakistan how to work out its political difficulties. “Atti- 
tudes in Congress had to be taken into account and could restrict our 
ability to help. . . . But, we would not do anything to complicate the 
situation for President Yahya or to embarrass him.”>” The Pakistani dic- 
tator could not have asked for much more. 

In keeping with Nixon’s instructions, the United States in J uly 1971 
refused to join other members of the World Bank’s Pakistan consortium 
in suspending economic aid. After visiting Pakistan, World Bank vice 
president Peter Cargill had recommended that renewed assistance 
“would serve little purpose” in view of the chaotic conditions in East 
Pakistan. When Cargill’s report leaked to the press, pressure increased 
on the Nixon administration to suspend aid.® Only after a normally 
docile House Foreign Affairs Committee voted on July 15, 1971, to bar 
all assistance to Pakistan did the administration give way, announcing 
that aid was being held in abeyance pending a “clarification” of the 
East Pakistan situation.”’ 


Kissinger’s Secret Trip to China 


On July 9, 1971, Henry Kissinger arrived in Islamabad for a supposed 
one-day visit during a tour of Asian capitals.”® Although Deputy Chief 
of Mission Sidney Sober would normally have been in charge of 
Kissinger’s stop, Ambassador Farland had insisted that he take previ- 
ously planned out-of-country leave. This was ostensibly to give the 
hardworking Sober a well-deserved holiday, but in fact was intended to 
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ensure his absence. Farland designated the author, then acting embassy 
political counselor, to replace Sober as the control officer for the visit. 
I had fewer high-level Pakistani contacts and was less likely to become 
aware of Kissinger’s true mission. 

Planning for the visit proceeded normally. A full schedule of em- 
bassy briefings and meetings with Yahya and other senior Pakistani 
officials filled the supposed one-day stay. When Kissinger and his 
party, which included NSC aide Harold Saunders, arrived from New 
Delhi, Foreign Secretary Sultan Khan was on hand to welcome Nixon’s 
national security adviser. During the drive in from the airport, Saunders 
mentioned that Kissinger was not feeling well and was suffering from 
a mild case of “Delhi belly.” 

During the afternoon, Kissinger discussed the East Pakistan crisis 
with the embassy staff. When he asked about the chances for a war be- 
tween India and Pakistan, I said, “About one in three.” After his talks in 
New Delhi, Kissinger responded, the odds seemed to him to be more 
like “two in three.” Later in the day, Kissinger and Farland met Yahya 
and had dinner with him. Kissinger wrote in his memoirs that in dis- 
cussing East Pakistan, the Pakistani leader “was oblivious to his perils 
and unprepared to face necessities.” Kissinger concluded that Yahya 
“did not believe India might be planning war; if so, [Yahya and other 
Pakistani generals] were convinced they could win?” 

At about midnight, Farland and Saunders showed up at my home. 
Kissinger’s stomach trouble had become much worse and he could not 
carry on with the planned schedule, they said. Yahya had suggested that 
he rest for a day or two in the nearby 8,000-foot mountain resort of 
Nathiagali. Kissinger had agreed and also had gone along with Yahya’s 
“wacky” idea that he arrive in Nathiagali in time to see the sun rise over 
the Himalayan peaks. This meant that he had to depart by 4 A.M. Far- 
land, the Kissinger party, and Sultan Khan planned to accompany him 
to Nathiagali, leaving Saunders behind to deal with any important ca- 
bles. I said that I would be at the state guest house, where Kissinger was 
staying, at 3:30 A.M. to make sure everyone left in good order. Saunders 
and Farland insisted that this was not necessary. I disagreed, saying this 
was part of a control officer’s responsibility. After Farland still insisted, 
I acquiesced, frankly happy to get a full night’s sleep. 

The party, indeed, left the guest house at 4 A.M. Farland and Sultan 
Khan drove up to Nathiagali; Kissinger and his NSC aides, however, 
headed for the Islamabad airport, where they boarded a PIA jet and took 
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off for Beijing. The crew was not told who the passengers were.” The 
next day, some in the embassy were skeptical about Kissinger’s “illness” 
and there were rumors that he was holding secret talks. That evening at 
a party, Associated Press correspondent Arnold Zeitlin, the sole resident 
American journalist, asked me about the rumors. ] replied fliply, ““You’re 
right, Kissinger is off to China for secret talks with Zhou Enlai.” 
Zeitlin’s eyes lit up, but they dimmed when I said it was only a joke. 

The following afternoon, Kissinger was scheduled to return from 
Nathiagali at 2 P.M. and depart shortly thereafter. I was on hand at the 
guest house to make sure that all the airangements were in order. At the 
scheduled time, Farland and Sultan Khan appeared, but not Kissinger. 
Their explanation was that his car had turned off the road in the town 
of Murree, presumably for some souvenir shopping, and was delayed. 
In fact, the PIA plane had left Beijing later than planned and had failed 
to inform Islamabad. In about half an hour, Kissinger appeared, full of 
smiles and seemingly recovered from his stomach ailment. 

Before flying off to Europe in his U.S. Air Force jet, Kissinger paid 
a brief farewell call on Yahya, whom he filled in on the Beijing trip. 
Among other things, Kissinger said that the Chinese had indicated they 
would intervene militarily if India attacked East Pakistan. A few days 
later, when Sultan Khan received the Chinese ambassador’s version of 
the Beijing talks, the Pakistani diplomat concluded that Kissinger had 
misinterpreted Zhou’s remark that “China would not be an idle specta- 
tor” if India invaded Pakistan as meaning that China’s help would go 
beyond rhetoric and political backing.°! 

On July 15, 1971, President Nixon announced Kissinger’s trip to 
China and his own planned visit there. The news was a political bomb- 
shell that caught the world totally by surprise. That Nixon, who had 
made his name in politics as a hard-line anticommunist, would take the 
initiative to seek normalization of relations with China was stunning 
news. Kissinger’s secret mission lent an added touch of drama. Few 
people were more surprised than the author, by then en route to the 
United States for home leave. 


Tensions Mount with India 


Meanwhile, relations between India and Pakistan had deteriorated 
badly. Even though India did not recognize the Bangladesh government- 
in-exile established in Calcutta, New Delhi trained and armed Bengali 
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President Nixon and National Security Adviser Henry Kissinger thank Pakistani 
ambassador Agha Hilaly for his help in the opening to China, July 1971. (Courtesy of 
the Nixon Presidential Materials Project.) 


ex—Pakistani army members, the so-called Mukhti Bahini, to mount an 
insurgency. East Pakistan was ideal terrain for guerrilla warfare: it had 
poor ground communications, ample river and water channels, and a 
nearby safe haven across the border in India. Even though the Mukhti 
Bahini were unable to hold territory, they moved in and out of the 
province virtually at will, making life miserable for the Pakistani mili- 
tary. After a lull, the refugee exodus resumed during the summer months 
and included a substantial portion of East Pakistan’s ten million Hindus, 
whom the Pakistani army harshly prodded to leave. Soon, over five mil- 
lion refugees had fled, posing a tremendous burden on India. 

When Kissinger briefed the NSC after his return to Washington, his 
assessment was that India seemed “bent on war” and that Yahya lacked 
“the imagination to solve the political problems in time to prevent an 
Indian assault.’ He recommended that the United States aim for an 
“evolution that would lead to eventual independence for East Pakistan,” 
even though he doubted this was likely “to happen in time to head off 
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an Indian attack.” Nixon agreed that Pakistan should be pressed to do 
the maximum to encourage the return of the refugees in the hope of 
lessening the chances of war,” 

In late July 1971, Yahya finally agreed to permit UN supervision of 
relief and resettlement efforts, reversing his former position. It was then 
India’s turn to stonewall. New Delhi refused to accept UN operations 
on its side of the border, effectively scuttling the relief plan. Indian 
prime minister Indira Gandhi, who insisted on the return of all the 
refugees, was suspicious that UN relief programs might encourage the 
refugees to remain in India.™ 

The possibility of war preoccupied Nixon when he thanked Ambas- 
sador Farland on July 28, 1971, for his role in the China initiative. An 
India-Pakistan conflict, Nixon said, had “its intrinsic tragedy” but also 
“could disrupt . . . our policy toward China” By this time, policy 
differences between the White House, the State Department, and else- 
Where in the bureaucracy over the handling of the East Pakistan crisis 
had sharpened. When Maurice Williams, deputy administrator of AID 
and the former chief of the AID mission in Pakistan, proposed in a 
White House meeting on July 31, 1971, that the United States press for 
a reduced army role in civil administration in the east to facilitate the 
relief effort, Kissinger exploded. “The President always says to tilt to- 
ward Pakistan, but every proposal I get is in the opposite direction. 
Sometimes, I think I am ina nut house,” he shouted.® Six months later, 
the word “tilt” would become the symbol of U.S. policy during the 
East Pakistan crisis, after a journalist published classified transcripts of 
crisis-management meetings on South Asia. 

Meanwhile, sympathy about the plight of the millions of Bengali 
refugees and criticism of Nixon administration policy continued to 
mount in the United States. Forty thousand people attended two sold- 
out concerts at the beginning of August in New York City’s Madison 
Square Garden to raise funds for the Bengali refugees. The Beatles, 
Bob Dylan, and India’s Ravi Shankar performed for the enthusiastic 
crowd, lambasted Nixon, and called for an independent Bangladesh. 

On August 3, 1971, the House of Representatives voted to suspend 
all assistance to Pakistan. Nonetheless, the president defended his re- 
fusal to cut off aid at a press conference the next day. “The most con- 
structive role we can play is to continue our economic assistance,” 
Nixon declared, “to influence the course of events in a way that will 
deal with the problem of hunger in East Pakistan, which would reduce 
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the refugee flow into India and which will, we trust, in the future look 
toward a viable political settlement.” The president ruled out “public 
pressure” on Pakistan as “totally counterproductive.””’ 

Four days later, Nixon sent a handwritten letter to Yahya to express 
his appreciation for his help in facilitating the opening to China. 
“Through this personal note I want to you to know,’ the president 
wrote, “that without your personal assistance the profound break- 
through in relations between the USA and the [Peoples Republic of 
China] would never have been accomplished. . . . Those who want a 
more peaceful world in the generations to come will be forever in 
your debt.’°® The note followed more formal, official thank-you let- 
ters to Yahya from Nixon and Kissinger that had been sent ten days 
earlier.” 

At this point, Indira Gandhi sprung her own surprise, signing a 
friendship treaty with the Soviet Union on August 9, 1971. Although 
short of a formal alliance, the accord provided for bilateral consul- 
tations in the event of crises and pledged that neither country would 
support a third party against the other. With the threat of war increas- 
ing, Nehru’s daughter was willing to depart from the principles of 
nonalignment—although she denied that she was doing so. The Indo- 
Soviet treaty provided a riposte to what many Indians feared was an 
emerging U.S.-China-Pakistan entente. But Kissinger’s assertion in 
White House Years that ““with the treaty, Moscow threw a lighted match 
into a powder keg”? appears a considerable exaggeration. The Soviets 
remained fairly cautious in dealing with the crisis until Indira Gandhi’s 
visit to Moscow at the end of September 1971. Only after she rebuffed 
pressure for a peaceful solution did the Kremlin provide the full politi- 
cal support and additional military supplies for which the Indians had 
beem pressing.”' 


“Anything—All We Can” to Prevent War 


On August 11, 1971, Nixon discussed South Asia in cold-blooded real- 
politik terms with members of the Senior Review Group, the inter- 
agency policy committee that Kissinger chaired. The president told the 
officials that the U.S. aim must be to do “anything—all we can to re- 
strain” those who want war. If war came, “the new China relationship 
would be imperiled, probably beyond repair, and we would have a 
‘very sticky problem’ with the USSR.” Although he “held no brief for 


196 Nixon: The Tilt 


what President Yahya has done,” the United States, Nixon stressed, 
“must not—cannot—allow India to use the refugees as a pretext for 
breaking up Pakistan’ The president added that “[breaking up Pak- 
istan] is what he might want to do if he were in New Delhi.” Continu- 
ing his comments, Nixon stated, “It is not our job to determine the po- 
litical future of Pakistan” nor should the United States measure its 
relationship with Pakistan by Islamabad’s conduct in East Pakistan. 
“By that criterion,” he said, “we would cut off relations with every 
Communist country in the world.’”” 

In considering what to do with Pakistan, Kissinger chimed in sar- 
castically that asking Yahya “to deal with the Awami Leaguers in Cal- 
cutta is like asking Abraham Lincoln to deal with Jefferson Davis.” 
Nixon nonetheless agreed that Deputy AID Administrator Williams 
could pass on some American ideas to ease the crisis when he met 
Yahya during a planned visit to Pakistan to review the refugee relief ef- 
fort. Nixon also indicated his agreement for Ambassador Farland to 
make ‘private’ suggestions to Yahya, “such as not shooting Mujib.”’° 

The slim prospects for a political settlement became slimmer when, 
on that same day, a court began try Mujib in secret for “waging war 
against Pakistan.”’* Word of the trial widened the gap between the 
White House and the bureaucracy, especially State Department re- 
gional specialists who viewed the crisis as a South Asian struggle rather 
than one involving the global balance of power (the Nixon-Kissinger 
view). Regional specialists also doubted that the White House Strategy 
would work: they were skeptical that Yahya would be willing to agree 
to political accommodation on terms acceptable to the Bengalis. A 
week later, an assessment that Kissinger sent Nixon urged continued 
focus on famine and refugee help. Regarding China, the national secu- 
rity adviser wrote, “It is important that they not feel that we are lining 
up with India and the USSR against them. That is why for the moment 
it is important that we stay one step behind the Soviets in India, al- 
though over the longer run, we have no interest in writing off 600 mil- 
lion Indians and Bengalis.””” 

When Maurice Williams met Yahya Khan on August 19, 1971, his 
most important suggestion—that a Bengali civilian replace Gen. Tikka 
_ Khan as governor of East Pakistan—was considered so sensitive that it 
was mentioned neither in Williams’s instructions nor in the cable report 
of the meeting. To ensure that Yahya was forewarned, Williams had pre- 
viewed his presentation with economic adviser M. M. Ahmed. 
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The meeting started inauspiciously. After Williams handed over a 
letter from Nixon, Pakistan’s president threw it unopened across the 
room and began to “curse a blue streak” for more than ten minutes. 
Having vented his frustration, Yahya, Williams recalled, then calmed 
down and welcomed the visitor as “a friend of Pakistan.” Yahya listened 
to what Williams had to say and in the end accepted most of what was 
proposed, including the recall of Tikka Khan.’° When Williams subse- 
quently traveled to Dacca, he found that the general lived up to his 
reputation as a cold and heartless personality.” 

Although Yahya agreed to a gradual reversion to civilian rule in the 
east, as U.S. officials had recommended, he acted in a half-hearted 
manner. Most Awami Leaguers continued to be banned from participa- 
tion in political life. Despite the fact that Dr. A. M. Malik, a Bengali 
politician and former minister of labor, became the governor, the Pak- 
istani army still wielded effective power in East Pakistan. When 
Williams visited Pakistan two months later in October 1971, top civil 
servants M. M. Ahmed and Ghulam Ishaq Khan advised him that the 
army was operating largely on its own in the east with Yahya’s role in- 
creasingly limited to dealing with foreigners, “including managing the 
U.S. relationship.’ Maj. Gen. Farman Ali, the military’s civil affairs 
adviser in East Pakistan, also acknowledged to Williams that the army 
was following a policy of “terror and reprisal” to counter the insur- 
gents.’* Kissinger sent Williams’s trip report, which he termed “dis- 
turbing,” to President Nixon. 

Yahya eventually agreed not to execute Mujib and gave his blessing 
for talks between U.S. diplomats in Calcutta and the Bangladesh 
government-in-exile. Yet he refused to consider direct negotiations 
with banned Awami Leaguers or with Mujib.’”” On the question of deal- 
ing with Mujib—according to Sultan Khan—Yahya’s consistent stance 
was, “I am not going to talk to that traitor!” Nor would Yahya permit 
an Awami League delegation from Calcutta to meet with Mujib.*? After 
first agreeing that Ambassador Farland could talk with Mujib’s defense 
lawyer, Yahya later torpedoed the idea, to Farland’s annoyance.*’ 

Christopher Van Hollen, the State Department’s senior South Asia 
expert, recalled that even though “almost to a person, the US officials 
working on South Asia were convinced the White House strategy 
would not work,” Nixon and Kissinger persisted.** The approach 
formed the heart of their presentation to Indira Gandhi when she 
visited Washington on November 4—5, 1971. The president expressed 
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confidence that a satisfactory political settlement could be worked out 
if India gave the United States enough time. Skeptical about the 
prospects, not trusting Nixon’s bona fides, and having decided by then 
to use force to solve the problem, Mrs. Gandhi remained silent. The 
Nixon-Gandhi talks were a dialogue of the deaf.®° 

Ten days later, when Pakistani foreign secretary Sultan Khan fol- 
lowed in Mrs. Gandhi’s footsteps to Washington, he received a consid- 
erably friendlier welcome. Among other things, Kissinger reviewed 
with the Pakistani envoy secret, and illegal, efforts—approved by Pres- 
ident Nixon but undertaken without the knowledge of the State Depart- 
ment—to encourage other countries to meet Pakistan’s pressing need 
for military spare parts and aircraft. Because of the Nixon admuinistra- 
tion’s own ban on arms transfers, the United States was prohibited from 
helping Pakistan either directly or by approving transfer of U.S. equip- 
ment from other countries. When Kissinger took Sultan Khan to the 


National Security Adviser Kissinger introduces Pakistani foreign secretary Sultan 
Mohammed Khan to President Nixon at the White House, November 1971. (Courtesy 
of the Nixon Presidential Materials Project.) ; 
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Oval Office for a courtesy call, the visitor recalled that President Nixon 
was “solicitous about Yahya” and “‘conveyed feelings of understanding 
about the problems facing [Pakistan] ans 7 

By this time, ample signs indicated that a military showdown was 
approaching. As the New York Times put it, there was “a smell of war in 
the air” Both India and Pakistan were amassing troops along their 
borders. Guerrilla attacks against the Pakistani military in the east were 
increasing. After November 22, 1971, Indian troops supporting the 
Bengali insurgents became more aggressive, physically occupying ter- 
ritory across the border.®° The White House saw this action, in effect, 
as the start of war by India and redoubled its diplomatic efforts to avert 
an all-out conflict. On November 22, 1971, the Chinese passed a mes- 
sage through Gen. Vernon Walters, the U.S. defense attaché in Paris, 
that urged Washington to “exert its influence to prevent the further 
deterioration of the situation.’ The next day, Kissinger, accompanied 
by UN representative George Bush, met secretly in New York with 
Huang Hua, China’s UN ambassador, to review how the United States 
and China could deal with the East Pakistan issue in the United Na- 
tions. Kissinger outlined U.S. diplomatic démarches and discussed pos- 
sible UN moves. After Kissinger quipped, “This violates every security 
tule,’ Deputy National Security Adviser Alexander Haig briefed the 
Chinese on the U.S. intelligence appraisal of the military situation in 
East Pakistan.*’ 


The Third India-Pakistan War 


India, according to army chief Gen. Sam Manekshaw, had planned to 
begin the general assault against East Pakistan on December 4, 19a 
To New Delhi’s pleasant surprise, however, Yahya Khan removed the 
onus of India’s having to strike first by launching air attacks from West 
Pakistan on December 3, 1971.°? Indira Gandhi immediately reacted by 
giving the green light for the planned attack against East Pakistan. India 
also countered militarily in the west, but in a far more limited fashion.” 
Indian forces advanced steadily in the east toward their objective—the 
capital city of Dacca. In the west, despite some hard fighting, a stand- 
off developed. Although the war was going largely according to Indian 
plans, Yahya Khan continued to exude an unrealistic air of confidence 
that the United States or China would come to his rescue, Sultan Khan 
later recalled.” 
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Once the conflict began, diplomatic action shifted to the UN Secu- 
rity Council, where the Soviet Union employed its veto to block U.S.- 
backed calls for a cease-fire. In Washington, in a December 4, 1971, 
press background information presentation, Assistant Secretary of State 
Joseph Sisco set the pro-Pakistan tone of the U.S. reaction. Although 
“the crisis in its initial stage was not really of Indian making. . . India 
bears the major responsibility for the broader hostilities which have 
ensued,” Sisco stated.”* At the United Nations, Bush, who worked 
Closely with his Pakistani counterpart, Agha Shahi, fingered India as 
“the major aggressor.””* Interviewed on December 6, 1971, by CBS 
News, Bush repeated the charge: “There’s quite clear aggression. It’s 
obviously quite clear.” That same day, the State Department announced 
that it was freezing $87.6 million in development assistance to India.” 

The effort to obtain a cease-fire moved to the UN General Assembly 
after the Soviets vetoed the Security Council resolution. By an over- 
Whelming 104-11 vote, with 10 abstentions, the assembly called for a 
halt in fighting and pullback of forces—i.e., withdrawal of Indian 
forces from East Pakistan. Apart from Bhutan, only Soviet bloc coun- 
tries supported India. Even for a popular cause like Bangladesh, India’s 
sending troops across an international border was not an action that 
nation-states were willing to condone. 

The same day, Kissinger, briefing the press on a nonattribution basis, 
denied that the Nixon administration was “anti-Indian” and asserted 
that New Delhi had not given the administration enough time to reach 
a political solution and had resorted to military action without adequate 
cause. In a spirited hour-long exchange with journalists, he conceded 
that there had been little concrete progress toward a political settle- 
ment.” A few days later, Senator Barry Goldwater (R-Ariz.) publicly 
revealed the identity of the briefer. 


Saving West Pakistan? 


By this time the White House had accepted that the situation in East 
Pakistan was hopeless. After a CIA intelligence source reported that 
India would continue the war in the west “until the Pakistani army and 
_ air force were wiped out” and India gained control of more of Kashmir, 
Nixon’s and Kissinger’s attention turned to the west.” Although CIA 
and State Department officials played down the intelligence report’s 
significance, the president and his national security adviser seized on it 
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as hard evidence that India was out to crush West Pakistan. Stepping up 
the diplomatic pressure, Kissinger called in Indian ambassador L. K. Jha 
to warn against such a course. Nixon used a December 9, 1971, meeting 
with a surprised Soviet agriculture minister Vladimir Matskevich, who 
knew little about South Asia and thought he had been invited for a cour- 
tesy call, to convey his concerns to Moscow. Nixon asked Matskevich to 
tell Communist Party secretary Leonid Brezhnev, “‘a great cloud hangs 
over US-Soviet relations” that can “poison the whole new relationship 
between the US and USSR.” The president warned, “if the Indians con- 
tinue their military operations [against West Pakistan], we must in- 
evitably look toward a confrontation between the Soviet Union and the 
United States. The Soviet Union has a treaty with India; we have one 
with Pakistan.””’ 

The following day, on December 10, 1971, Undersecretary of State 
John Irwin asked for official assurances from Jha that “India had no in- 
tention of taking any territory, including any part of Azad Kashmir [the 
portion of Kashmir controlled by Pakistan].” Jha assured Irwin that 
India had no intention of taking West Pakistani territory, but could not 
give a certain answer about Azad Kashmir and said that he would have 
to query New Delhi.”® Not satisfied with the response, Nixon kept up 
the pressure, informing Soviet chargé d’affaires Yuri Vorontsov that 
Washington would honor the November 1962 pledge to aid Pakistan 
against an attack by India. To underscore this threat, Nixon ordered the 
nuclear aircraft carrier Enterprise to proceed toward the Bay of Ben- 
gal.”” The Enterprise’s mission was ostensibly to be available to evac- 
uate U.S. personnel from East Pakistan, but in fact, Kissinger declared, 
was intended “to give emphasis to our warnings against an attack on 
West Pakistan.”'°” 

Kissinger met that same evening secretly in New York with Huang 
Hua to brief him on the steps the Nixon administration had taken to 
help Pakistan and to coordinate U.S. and Chinese action at the UN. 
Although barred by law from providing military help to Pakistan or 
permitting other countries to give American equipment, Kissinger told 
Hua that the administration had told Jordan, Iran, and Saudi Arabia and 
would tell Turkey that Washington would “protest” but would “under- 
stand” their sending military help to Pakistan. The Pakistani army in 
the east was destroyed, Kissinger stated, and would run out of fuel in 
the west in a couple of weeks. He painted a dire picture of Pakistan’s 
plight: “The immediate objective must be to prevent an attack on the 


202 Nixon: The Tilt 


West Pakistan army by India. We are afraid that if nothing is done to 
Stop it, East Pakistan will become a Bhutan and West Pakistan will be- 
come a Nepal.”’°! 

Huang sharply criticized the Indians and the Soviets, indicating that 
he would promptly report the conversation to Zhou Enlai. Kissinger 
commented, “When I asked for this meeting, I did so to Suggest Chi- 
nese military help to Pakistan, to be quite honest.” He stressed that the 
United States was not looking for a way out but “for coordinating pos- 
itive steps. . . . We have particular affection for Pakistan because we 
feel they helped reestablish contact between the People’s Republic and 
the United States.”!” 

At the same time, Kissinger urged Yahya to hold on in the east a 
while longer. “The U.S. has now sent [the] strongest possible demarche 
to [the] Soviets suggesting cease-fire and negotiations,” the national 
security adviser cabled, adding that the U.S. Seventh Fleet was on the 
move but would not reach the area for two days. When Sultan Khan 
woke Yahya at 4 A.M. to read him Kissinger’s message, the president 
“felt buoyed up” and urged Dacca to hold out for another thirty-six 
hours because of “‘very important military and diplomatic moves.” Ac- 
cording to Sultan Khan, Yahya was like a “drowning man [who] grasps 
at any straw’! 

On morning of December 12, 1971, Nixon met in the Oval Office 
with Kissinger and Haig just before flying to the Azores to confer with 
French president Georges Pompidou. Deciding that the Indian response 
regarding West Pakistan was inadequate, Nixon sent his first-ever mes- 
Sage to Brezhnev over the joint U.S.-Soviet hotline. He sternly warned 
the Soviet leader, “Time is of the essence to avoid consequences neither 
of us want’! 

As the president and Kissinger were preparing to leave for the 
Azores, Huang asked to see the Americans in New York. In his memoirs, 
Kissinger expressed surprise about the Chinese taking the “unprece- 
dented” initiative in a seeking the meeting. “We guessed,” he wrote, 
“that they were coming to the military assistance of Pakistan.” Since the 
White House believed that the Soviets would intervene to help India, a 
Sino-Soviet showdown seemed possible. President Nixon then decided 
_ that the United States would not stand idly by if the Soviets threatened 
China and would act in support of Beijing.'”° 

Kissinger guessed wrong about China’s intentions. The message, 
which Huang conveyed to Haig in New York on the afternoon of 
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December 12, 1971, was that Beijing was prepared to accept a cease- 
fire, not that it was going to intervene militarily against India.'°° Al- 
though Kissinger misread Chinese intentions, the Indians and the Pak- 
istanis, and presumably the Soviets, knew that China was not going to 
send their forces in support of Pakistan. When Yahya had dispatched 
Bhutto to Beying in early November 1971, he received no indication 
that the Chinese would change their position and intervene militarily.'°” 
From their intelligence sources, the Indians were also aware of Chinese 
intentions, and presumably so were the Soviets.’ 


A Threat to the Balance of Power 


During wide-ranging talks on December 13, 1971, in the Azores, Nixon 
and Pompidou devoted time to the South Asia crisis. Speaking “‘in great- 
est confidence,’ Nixon stated, “Our strategy [is] to create enough pres- 
sure on India and the USSR so they [will] not pursue the war to its ulti- 
mate consequences. . . . [I]f India and the Soviet Union succeed in 
destroying Pakistan as a military and political entity, this can only have 
a devastating effect in encouraging the USSR to use the same tactics 
elsewhere. . . . This would very definitely change the balance of 
power in Asia. . . . A victory of India over Pakistan [would be] the 
same as a victory of the Soviet Union over China.”!”’ Kissinger, who 
was also present, told the French leader that India seemed bent on mak- 
ing “the rest of Pakistan non-viable.” U.S. policy was to “protest” events 
in East Pakistan but “to prevent the destruction of West Pakistan.”’'° 

Pompidou’s comments reflected a different view of the crisis, which 
the French leader described as a South Asian affair rather than one in- 
volving the global balance of power. Yahya had been wrong in not seek- 
ing a political settlement in the east, Pompidou stated. “West Pakistan 
would have lost a part of its authority in the East. Now it [has] none,” 
he commented. At the end of the discussion about South Asia, Nixon 
reiterated his view.of the importance of maintaining the balance of 
power in the subcontinent.’"’ 

Meanwhile, Indian troops continued to tighten the noose around 
Dacca, advancing on the capital from all sides. When the Indian mili- 
tary began a general assault on December 14, 1971, Gens. Farman Ali 
and A. A. K. Niazi, the Pakistani army commander in the east, asked 
U.S. consul general Herbert Spivack to transmit a surrender proposal 
to New Delhi, as the Pakistanis lacked direct communication with the 


204 Nixon: The Tilt 


Indians. Niazi said that he had full authority for his action and no refer- 
ence to Yahya was necessary. Before authorizing delivery of the mes- 
sage, Washington nonetheless instructed Farland to get Yahya’s blessing. 

Speaking on the president’s behalf, Sultan Khan said the message 
could be passed to the Indians and also to Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, whom 
Yahya had appointed deputy prime minister and sent to New York for 
the UN deliberations. A nervous Washington still insisted on explicit 
word from Yahya. When this was received, the State Department de- 
cided against passing the message to the Indians directly and asked 
Bhutto to do so. Only after he flatly refused were U.S. officials in New 
York and New Delhi authorized to convey the surrender proposal] to the 
Indians.’ !? Washington’s hesitation delayed the end of the war by a day. 

During December 15, 1971, Security Council deliberations, Bhutto 
put on one of his more melodramatic performances. In a fiery forty- 
minute speech, he castigated the British and French as “opportunists,” 
called the Soviet representative “Tsar Malik.’ and charged that Indian 
foreign minister Swaran Singh had hands “full of blood.” At the same 
time, he thanked the United States for “its stand on principle” and ex- 
pressed appreciation for China’s help. As he ended his speech, Bhutto 
ripped up his notes and, with tears streaming down his cheeks, declared, 
“I will not be a party to legalizing aggression.” He then stormed out of 
the Security Council chambers.''* 


Pakistan Defeated; Bhutto Replaces Yahya 


The next afternoon, Lt. Gen. Jagjit Singh Aurora, the Indian comman- 
der in the east, arrived in Dacca to receive General Nazi’s formal sur- 
render. That night, a triumphant Indira Gandhi proposed a cease-fire in 
the west to take effect twenty-four hours later. When Yahya accepted, 
the war ended. 

Before returning to Pakistan, Bhutto met with President Nixon at the 
White House and Secretary Rogers at the State Department on Decem- 
ber 18, 1971. Bhutto told the president that Pakistan was “completely 
in the debt of the United States during the recent trying days.” Although 
he had been called a “Yankee hater,’ Bhutto stressed that he now 
- wanted good relations. Nixon responded that the United States would 
do “all within its power” to help Pakistan. Because of congressional at- 
titudes, this would be mainly in the form of economic and human- 
itarian assistance, since “military assistance was . . . a more difficult 
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problem.”’'* When Bhutto called on the secretary of state, he similarly 
assured Rogers that his days of U.S.-bashing were over and that Pak- 
istan badly wanted U.S. support and friendship.''° 

On December 20, 1971, Yahya resigned in the face of serious unrest 
within the military and designated Bhutto, just back from the United 
States, as Pakistan’s new president and chief martial law administrator. 
The victor in the west in the December 1970 elections assumed charge 
of a psychologically shattered nation that had lost more than half its 
population and its entire eastern wing. The vaunted Pakistani army had 
suffered a humiliating defeat. Some 93,000 soldiers were Indian pris- 
oners of war. 

The South Asia crisis faded briefly from the Washington radar screen 
only to return with a vengeance after journalist Jack Anderson started 
publishing minutes of secret Washington Special Action Group 
(WSAG) meetings on the East Pakistan crisis. These made clear that far 
from being even-handed, Nixon wanted a “tilt” toward Pakistan 
throughout the crisis. At one point Kissinger commented that he was 
receiving “hell every hour” from the president because the U.S. gov- 
ernment was not doing enough against the Indians.''° The investigation 
soon revealed that the source of the leak was a Navy yeoman assigned 
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff liaison office at the NSC. During an earlier 
assignment in the naval attaché’s office in the New Delhi embassy, the 
yeoman had become acquainted with Anderson’s parents. After return- 
ing to the United States, the yeoman later met and became friendly with 
Anderson himself. Incensed by U.S. policy during the crisis, he passed 
copies of minutes of sensitive WSAG meetings to the journalist. 

Potentially even more embarrassing for the Nixon administration 
was the realization that the yeoman was copying sensitive White House 
documents for the information of Adm. Thomas Moorer, chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Rather than deal with a nasty scandal, the 
White House hushed up the affair, transferred the yeoman to a pleasant 
assignment in Oregon, and reappointed Admiral Moorer to a second 
term as JCS chairman. '!’ 

Stung by the criticism of U.S. policy during the crisis, twelve pages 
of the 1972 “Report to the Congress on United States Foreign Policy” 
were devoted to South Asia. In this section, the president reiterated that 
Indira Gandhi had refused to allow sufficient time for a peaceful reso- 
lution of the crisis and claimed that U.S. pressure had reduced the 
chances that India would dismember West Pakistan.''* Nixon went 
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further in his memoirs, taking credit for having pressured the Soviets 
into deterring India from attacking in the west.'!? Kissinger was even 
less modest, claiming in his memoirs that U.S. diplomacy saved “a 
major American initiative of fundamental importance to the global bal- 
ance of power” (i.e., the opening to China) and alleging that the “very 
structure of international order was endangered by the naked recourse 
to force by a Soviet partner,’!”° 

It is hard to agree with these claims. Far from a victory, U.S. diplo- 
macy suffered an embarrassing setback in the 1971 crisis. Nixon’s re- 
sponse to the East Pakistan crisis—pressing Yahya to make political 
concessions—was, as Maurice Williams put it, a reasonable approach, 
but “too little, too late.’!*! When war Came, moreover, the White 
House’s flawed reading of India’s intentions toward West Pakistan al- 
most succeeded in transforming a regional war into a great-power 
showdown. Senior Pakistani officials, such as UN representative Agha 
Shahi, Ambassador to the United States Agha Hilaly (Shahi’s older 
brother), and Foreign Secretary Sultan Khan, while crediting Nixon for 
doing what he could to help Pakistan in the face of strong domestic op- 
position, did not share the Nixon-Kissinger view that India intended to 
crush West Pakistan after its victory in the east. Like U.S. regional spe- 
cialists, they believed that India’s ambitions were limited to the estab- 
lishment of Bangladesh and the humiliation of Pakistan.!2” 

The impact of Nixon’s “tilt” was, in fact, quite marginal on events in 
South Asia during the crisis. There is little evidence that U.S. pressures 
or advice significantly affected either India’s or Pakistan’s actions. In 
the final analysis, it was Yahya’s tragic blunder of trying to resolve the 
East Pakistani political problem by suppressing Bengali aspirations 
that, as Indian defense policy analyst K. Subrahmanyam put it, pre- 
sented India with “an opportunity the like of which will never come 
again,” Although Nixon’s actions may have influenced Chinese 
thinking, specialists like the Brookings Institution’s Raymond Garthoff 
are skeptical, believing that Beijing had sufficient desire for détente 
with the United States to not be terribly upset had Washington tilted 
less toward Pakistan.'** 


Continued Good Relations 


After the war ended, South Asia once more became an area of sec- 
ondary foreign policy concern for the United States. In February 1972, 
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Nixon enjoyed a personal and political triumph when he visited China. 
As the president had hoped, the trip opened a new era in Sino-U.S. re- 
lations and improved the U.S. position relative to the Soviet Union in 
the global balance of power. 

In Pakistan, however, national morale was at a low point after the 
Bangladesh disaster. In working to restore the self-confidence of his de- 
pressed people, Bhutto enjoyed his finest hour, displaying enormous 
energy and leadership talents of a high order. In a whirl of domestic ac- 
tivity, he moved to implement much of his Pakistan Peoples Party’s 
economic program, announcing new land reforms, nationalizing a 
number of industries and banks, and promising educational and other 
reform measures. At the same time, he began work on a new constitu- 
tion to provide a firmer footing for civilian and democratic government. 

Bhutto also acted vigorously in the international arena. To refurbish 
ties with the Muslim Middle East, he rapidly visited eight countries in 
January 1972.'*° He reaffirmed Pakistan’s close ties with key supporter 
China during a trip to Beijing. To strengthen the country’s nonaligned 
credentials and undoubtedly to please the Chinese, Bhutto withdrew 
Pakistan from SEATO and established diplomatic relations with North 
Vietnam and North Korea. He tackled the tougher task of trying to 
mend fences with Moscow, but had only modest success in restoring 
more normal relations. '7° 

Richard Nixon’s positive attitude toward Pakistan did not end with 
the end of the Bangladesh crisis. The administration tried to be as sup- 
portive as possible, but as Kissinger advised Sultan Khan, whom 
Bhutto had sent to Washington as his ambassador, Pakistan’s poor pub- 
lic image and related congressional opposition limited the president’s 
ability to help, especially with regard to the supply of arms.'*’ Less- 
controversial economic aid was quickly resumed. A $30 million com- 
modity aid agreement was signed on March 18, 1972.'*® Three months 
later, Chargé d’ Affaires Sober announced $60 million in long-term 
loans for industrial raw materials and spare parts and the full resump- 
tion of economic assistance.'”’ 

For his part, Bhutto continued to value good relations with the United 
States and refrained from the anti-U.S. rhetoric which had been his hall- 
mark as foreign minister and opposition leader in the 1960s. In an 
interview with New York Times roving correspondent C. L. Sulzberger, 
the Pakistani president praised the U.S. role in the 1971 crisis, crediting 
a “firm ultimatum” from Washington as responsible for Soviet pressure 
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on Indians to accept a cease-fire. “If there had been no U.S. interven- 
tion,’ India would have attacked West Pakistan, he asserted.!*° 

India remained Bhutto’s main foreign policy concern. With Indira 
Gandhi at the peak of her power, Bhutto played a weak diplomatic hand 
with skill when the two met in late June 1972 at Simla, the 6,000-foot 
hill station and the former summer capital of British India. After sev- 
eral days of tough bargaining, Pakistan agreed, as India had long 
sought, to settle all disputes peacefully and bilaterally, including that 
over Kashmir. According to what Indira Gandhi told the Indian delega- 
tion, Bhutto also expressed willingness to settle the Kashmir dispute on 
the basis of the status quo, with the line of control becoming the bor- 
der, but added that he needed time to gain political acceptance for this. 
Bhutto said nothing about this to the Pakistani delegation.’*' 

In return, India agreed to return 5,139 square miles of Pakistani ter- 
ritory seized during the war. The ninety-three thousand Pakistani pris- 
oners of war, however, were not released; in effect India continued to 
hold them hostage for Bhutto’s recognition of Bangladesh, an action he 
was, as yet, unwilling to take. The United States welcomed the Simla 
agreement “as an important step toward establishing a durable peace in 
South Asia.”’”? Following the agreement, the formal U.S. stance on the 
Kashmir dispute shifted. Although previously the United States had 
supported the 1948 and 1949 UN resolutions calling for a plebiscite, 
after Simla Washington indicated that any settlement that India and 
Pakistan worked out would be acceptable.'*” 

Secretary of the Treasury John Connally, who was close to Nixon, 
visited India and Pakistan during a round-the-world trip immediately 
after the Simla conference. When Connally called on Bhutto on July 6, 
1972, the Pakistani leader lauded Nixon and expressed confidence that 
he would defeat George McGovern in the upcoming presidential elec- 
tions. Pakistan badly needed help, Bhutto stressed, including military 
aid, but he would not press for this until after the U.S. elections. 
Connally found the Pakistani president “enormously upset about the In- 
dians,” whom he said “were going to try to use every device they could, 
including duplicity, to solve their problems at Pakistan’s expense.”’”* 
For his part, the treasury secretary assured the Pakistanis, “The end of 
- that crisis does not mean the end of that friendship. We want to con- 
tinue as friends and be of what help we can.”!* 

After Nixon’s landslide re-election in November 1972, Bhutto be- 
came edgy when Washington took no early action to ease arms-supply 
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restrictions. But in March 1973, he felt better after Nixon released $24 
million worth of military equipment blocked since 1971 and reinstated 
the 1967 arms-supply policy. This action enabled Pakistan to procure 
nonlethal equipment and spare parts for weapons that the United States 
previously had supplied.'*° 

During April 1973, Pakistan’s National Assembly adopted a new and 
democratic constitution that appeared to set the country on the path of 
representative government. Sober played a helpful behind-the-scenes 
role in encouraging opposition parties and the government to work out 
their differences. Bhutto personally thanked the U.S. diplomat for his 
assistance, as did leaders of the opposition. '°’ The adoption of the 1973 
constitution marked one of the rare times in Pakistan’s history that there 
was broad consensus on a major domestic political issue. The new con- 
stitution changed Pakistan from a presidential to a parliamentary sys- 
tem, and the National Assembly elected Bhutto as prime minister on 
August 12, 1973. 

When he arrived at the White House for a state visit a month later, 
on September 19, 1973, Bhutto’s prestige had never been higher. In 
warmly greeting the visitor, Nixon declared, “The independence and 
integrity of Pakistan is a cornerstone of American foreign policy.” The 
formulation aptly captured the Nixon administration’s positive attitude. 
In talks at the White House, Bhutto made the case for lifting all re- 
maining restrictions on arms transfers but showed understanding for 
Nixon’s continuing difficulty in overcoming congressional opposition. 

The prime minister also sought U.S. help to construct a new port at 
Gwadar, on the Arabian Sea coast of thinly populated Baluchistan, and 
said that the U.S. Navy could use the facility. Although Nixon re- 
sponded that he would have the proposal examined carefully, his NSC 
briefing paper indicated no “great interest in having a naval facility in 
Baluchistan,’ which would stir up the Soviets, the Indians, and the 
Afghans “without greatly contributing to US interests.”'*® The admin- 
istration took no action on the proposal, which Premier Zhou Enlai. 
strongly seconded when Kissinger visited China in November 1973.'°” 
Subsequently, the U.S. Navy built a base for Indian Ocean operations 
on the politically less sensitive, British-owned Diego Garcia atoll. 

To help meet an unexpected requirement for food imports caused by 
unusually severe floods in the Indus River valley, the Nixon adminis- 
tration agreed to provide Pakistan with one hundred thousand tons of 
wheat worth $24 million, to grant an $18 million AID loan, and to seek 
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President Nixon confers with Prime Minister Zulfikar Ali Bhutto at the White House, 
September 1973. (Courtesy of the Nixon Presidential Materials Project.) 


a further $40-50 million rehabilitation loan, in addition to providing 
other food commodities. Except for the short-term food problem, Pak- 
istan’s economic prospects, in fact, seemed much improved without the 
burden of the poorer eastern wing. 

Accustomed to the fiery, U.S.-baiting foreign minister Bhutto of the 
1960s, Washington found Prime Minister Bhutto of the 1970s more 
accomplished, more subdued, and more statesmanlike. In assessing his 
visit to Washington, the State Department cabled, “Bhutto displayed 
[an] air of confidence and maturity clearly designed to build [the] pub- 
lic image of Pakistan as [a] reliable and responsible friend of [the] 
United States.”!*° 

During the prime minister’s stay in Washington, Nixon named vet- 
eran diplomat Henry Byroade as ambassador to Pakistan. Kissinger, 
whom Nixon had by then appointed secretary of state, asked Byroade 
to take the assignment with one main aim—to complete the process of 
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lifting the arms embargo. After the envoy had spent enough time in 
Pakistan to speak authoritatively about the country, Kissinger wanted 
him to return to Washington to lay the groundwork with Congress for 
removing the decade-long ban on the export of weapons to Pakistan.'*! 
Ironically, two decades earlier, in 1953, when Byroade was serving as 
assistant secretary of state for the Near East, South Asia, and Africa, he 
had been the key promoter of the idea of U.S. military aid for Pakistan. 
Before the new ambassador arrived on the scene, Kissinger under- 
scored close U.S.-Pakistan links by stopping in Islamabad on his way 
to China in November 1973. The telegram reporting the discussions be- 
tween him and Bhutto indicated that they had dealt principally with 
Middle East peace negotiations and U.S.-Soviet détente efforts. '** 

In February 1974, Pakistan finally recognized Bangladesh and 
Sheikh Mujibur Rahman flew to Lahore to participate in a glittering 
thirty-seven-nation summit of Islamic countries under the aegis of the 
Organization of Islamic Conference (OIC). In an accord brokered by 
several Muslim states, Bangladesh agreed to drop war crimes trials in 
return for diplomatic recognition by Pakistan.'*? India had earlier re- 
leased all the Pakistani prisoners of war except for 195 suspected by the 
Bengalis of war crimes. 

The Lahore gathering proved a foreign policy triumph for Bhutto, 
who aspired to become a leading Third World figure. With the first gen- 
eration of postcolonial leaders—Jawaharlal Nehru of India, Sukarno of 
Indonesia, Gamal Abdel Nasser of Egypt, and Kwame Nkrumah of 
Ghana—all off the stage, Pakistan’s articulate prime minister hoped to 
carve out a larger international role for himself by serving as a major 
spokesperson for Africa and Asia. Although India was able to bar Pak- 
istan’s entry into the Nonaligned Movement because of its continued 
membership in CENTO, the OIC provided Bhutto with an attractive 
alternative platform to pursue his ambitions. 


India Explodes a Nuclear Device 


Three months later, on May 8, 1974, India shook the global scene by 
detonating an underground nuclear device at the Pokharan test site in the 
Rajasthani desert. Although New Delhi called the explosion “‘peaceful” 
and said it was not pursuing a nuclear weapons program, the action 
greatly agitated nonproliferation supporters in the United States and 
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elsewhere. If a poor country like India could make a bomb, they feared, 
other holdouts from the 1968 nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, espe- 
cially Pakistan, might well try to follow suit. 

Indeed, no country was more shaken by the Indian nuclear test than 
Pakistan. Prime Minister Bhutto called the explosion “a fateful devel- 
opment” and vowed that his country would not be blackmailed. Taking 
scant comfort in Indira Gandhi’s assurances of peaceful intentions, the 
prime minister pledged that Pakistan would press ahead with its own 
nuclear program but said that it would not seek to explode a device.‘ 
Given Pakistan’s limited technical capability, U.S. experts interpreted 
Bhutto’s remarks largely as psychological bravado to bolster morale in 
the face of the Indian test. What Washington did not know was that in 
May 1972, two years before India had exploded its bomb, Bhutto had 
told a gathering of Pakistani scientists in the Punjabi city of Multan that 
he wanted them to start work on developing a nuclear weapons capa- 
bility, which, he declared, the country needed to ensure its security 
against India.‘ 

Bhutto had, in fact, consistently supported the idea of Pakistan’s ac- 
quiring nuclear weapons. On March 11, 1965, he told the Manchester 
Guardian that Pakistan would “eat grass” if necessary to match any 
nuclear capability that India developed.'*° As foreign minister in 1966, 
Bhutto had strongly supported a proposal to procure a nuclear fuel re- 
processing plant from the French as a building block toward developing 
a nuclear explosive capability. After the Finance and even Defense 
Ministries opposed the idea, Ayub Khan, who was in any case unen- 
thusiastic, let the matter drop.'*’ Three years later, when he was out of 
office and opposing Ayub, Bhutto emphasized in his book The Myth of 
Independence his belief that it was important for Pakistan to develop a 
nuclear capability to ensure that it did not fall behind India. '*® 

At the time Bhutto instructed Pakistani scientists to begin work on a 
nuclear program, the country’s technical capability was extremely lim- 
ited. According to Pakistani atomic energy chairman Munir Ahmed 
Khan, the nuclear program did not, in fact, get under way in earnest 
until after the 1974 Indian test.'*? Once Washington became aware that 
Pakistan’s nuclear ambitions were not mere rhetoric, thwarting Islam- 
 abad’s attempt to match India would become a top policy goal—and the 
principal source of bilateral friction between the United States and 
Pakistan—for the remaining years of the twentieth century. 
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Three months to the day after the Indian test, on August 8, 1974, the 
Nixon presidency came to an abrupt and premature end. Rather than 
face impeachment for his conduct in the Watergate affair, Nixon be- 
came the first and only U.S. president to resign from office. Pakistan 
sincerely and deeply regretted his departure from the White House. The 
people of Pakistan, a sad Prime Minister Bhutto declared on learning of 
Richard Nixon’s resignation, would always be grateful for his support 
for PS counties independence and territorial integrity during the 1971 
crisis. 


Years of Tumult 


The Nixon years in the White House, marked a tumultuous and tragic 
time for Pakistan. Once seemingly invincible, Ayub Khan tumbled 
from power. His successor, Yahya Khan, lacked the acumen to manage 
his country’s delicate political situation and blundered in using force to 
try to crush East Pakistani aspirations. Accepting Bengali demands 
would probably have resulted in splitting the country peacefully; re- 
jecting them ended in India’s humiliating dismemberment of Pakistan 
in the December 1971 war. 

A shrunken Pakistan’s new leader, Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, restored his 
country’s morale and international standing after the 1971 debacle. De- 
spite his earlier “Yankee-baiting,’ Bhutto shifted gears and sought 
friendly relations with the United States after taking over his country’s 
leadership. But relations with China and the Muslim world—not those 
with the United States—had become the main pillars of Pakistan’s 
foreign policy. 

For the United States, the Nixon years were also tumultuous, over- 
shadowed by the Watergate drama that ultimately drove the president 
from office. In foreign policy, they saw the successful opening of rela- 
tions with China, the development of détente with the Soviet Union, the 
withdrawal of U.S. military forces from Vietnam, the 1973 Arab-Israeli 
War, and the ensuing oil crisis. During 1971, the coincidence of the 
Fast Pakistan crisis and Nixon’s China initiative unexpectedly placed 
South Asia at the center of foreign policy concerns. Tilting toward Pak- 
istan, Nixon sought to protect the opening to China and to prevent what 
he feared would be a major Soviet gain in the balance of power in Asia. 
A fundamental misread of the India-Pakistan situation, Nixon’s tilt had 
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little effect on the crisis but resulted in an embarrassing U.S. diplomatic 
setback. 

The president’s actions in 1971 and the continued warmth that he 
showed toward Pakistan after the crisis ended underscored that Nixon 
was speaking the truth when he told Yahya Khan in October 1970, 
“Nobody has occupied the White House who is friendlier to Pakistan 
than me.!?! | 


Ford: Enter the Nuclear Issue 


In 1973, Richard Nixon appointed Gerald Ford, the Republican leader 
in the House of Representatives, as vice president after Spiro Agnew re- 
signed rather.than face prosecution on charges of corruption. A year 
later, when Nixon himself resigned, Ford became the first president in 
U.S. history not elected by the people. On assuming office, his main 
task was to move the nation beyond the trauma of Watergate. Relaxed 
and quietly self-confident, the new chief executive soothed rattled 
nerves and revived the country’s confidence. Although few had previ- 
ously considered “good old Gerry” of presidential timber, Ford earned 
the nation’s thanks for restoring a sense of dignity and calm during his 
two and a half years in the White House. 

In dealing with foreign relations, the new president relied heavily on 
the expertise of Henry Kissinger, whom he retained as secretary of 
state. By this time, Kissinger had become the superstar of U.S. foreign 
policy, gaining global recognition for his dexterous “shuttle diplo- 
macy” in the Middle East and winning a Nobel Prize for his role in the 
peace negotiations with North Vietnam. The Ford administration’s 
immediate focus lay on the consequences of the 1973 Arab-Israeli War 
and the consequent oil embargo, the growing weakness of the govern- 
ment of South Vietnam, the future of détente with Moscow, and man- 
agement of the fledgling relationship with Beijing. South Asia was not 
an area of major concern. 

In October 1974, the peripatetic Kissinger sandwiched a week in the 
subcontinent between a visit to Moscow and travel to the Middle East. 
In Pakistan, Prime Minister Zulfikar Ali Bhutto remained preoccupied 
with the continuing American embargo against weapon transfers to his 
country. In private and public, he asserted that Pakistan needed to 
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enhance its security, especially after India’s nuclear test, New Delhi’s 
acquisition of large amounts of Soviet weaponry, and its “swallowing 
up” of the Himalayan kingdom of Sikkim.’ To encourage a positive 
U.S. response, Bhutto implied that sufficient conventional forces might 
deter him from seeking nuclear weapons. “If security interests are sat- 
isfied, if people feel secure and if they feel they will not be subject to 
aggression, they [will] not want to squander away limited resources in 
[the nuclear] direction,” he told the New York Times in an October 10, 
1974, interview.” 

Ambassador Henry Byroade, who had developed a particularly 
friendly relationship with the prime minister, had cabled Washington in 
late September that the arms issue was “a touchstone of bilateral U.S.- 
Pak[istan] ties.” The envoy had warned that the Pakistanis would be- 
come “disillusioned if the discussions do not lead to reasonably prompt 
action.’ Reminiscent of his advocacy of the “northern-tier” concept 
two decades before while he was assistant secretary of state for the 
Near East and South Asia, Byroade described Pakistan and Iran as the 
eastern anchors of U.S. interests in the Middle East.* But lingering 
memories of Pakistan’s conduct in 1971 fueled congressional opposi- 
tion to lifting the embargo, particularly among Democrats. A possible 
negative reaction by India to arms supplies to Pakistan was less of a 
concern now, though: India’s May 1974 nuclear test had substantially 
eroded New Delhi’s standing in Washington.” 

Kissinger arrived in Islamabad on October 31, 1974, after three days 
in New Delhi, where, in a major address, he had described India as the 
preeminent power in the region.° Although the Indians were happy to 
hear such words, especially from Kissinger, the Pakistanis worried 
about their import. To calm nerves in Islamabad, the secretary in- 
structed Byroade to stress that press attention about his favoring better 
U.S.-India relations “did not detract from the importance we attach to 
our relations with Pakistan,”’ 

When Bhutto, Kissinger, and their senior aides met, the prime min- 
ister did not belabor the arms-supply issue, raising it primarily in the 
context of strengthening Pakistan so it could feel more confident about 
seeking better relations with India: “It was not that Pakistan wanted 
toys. . . . Pakistan sought sufficient arms to permit it to defend itself,” 
At the same time, Bhutto remained highly critical of India, saying that 
“Pakistan had cause to be worried.” 
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Although Kissinger made no commitment about lifting the arms em- 
bargo when aides were present, Bhutto’s upbeat comments to the press 
suggested the secretary was more forthcoming during private talks: 
“[We have had] very useful discussions. I’m very happy.” Asked about 
the embargo, Bhutto replied fliply, “Results don’t come instanta- 
neously. We are not going to a cafeteria to order a hamburger’” The 
prime minister had additional cause for satisfaction, as Kissinger ad- 
vised that President Ford would be happy to receive the Pakistani leader 
in Washington. Bhutto had been pressing for an invitation, for he was 
eager to establish personal contact with the new U.S. president.'® 


Old Issues and New: Arms and Nuclear Weapons 


When Bhutto arrived in Washington on February 4, 1975, his main aim 
was to achieve the final lifting of the arms embargo. After Byroade’s 
soundings had confirmed that the mood on Capitol Hill was favorable, 


President Gerald Ford and Prime Minister Zulfikar Ali Bhutto meet in the Oval Office, 
February 1975. From the left, Foreign Minister Aziz Ahmed, Prime Minister Bhutto, 
President Ford, Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, and Ambassador Sahibzada Yaqub 
Khan (Courtesy of the Gerald R. Ford Library). 
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the administration advised Bhutto privately that it would remove the 
ban but wanted to delay the public announcement in order to permit ad- 
ditional consultation with congressional leaders. Talking with the press, 
the president and the secretary of state signaled the likelihood of a pos- 
itive decision. Ford stated that he was giving “active consideration” to 
removing the restrictions. Kissinger commented that Pakistan was “an 
ally which is in the curious position of being subject to an American 
embargo.”"’ 

On February 24, 1975, Washington officially announced that it was 
removing all limitations on arms transfers to Pakistan (and India), end- 
ing the embargo that Lyndon Johnson had imposed almost ten years 
before during the two countries’ 1965 war over Kashmir. To dampen 
possible congressional criticism and the Indian reaction, the new policy 
envisaged only cash sales and ruled out military assistance grants or 
concessional sales—which had been the mainstay of arms aid to Pak- 
istan in the 1950s and 1960s. The Ford administration also decided that, 
initially at least, sales would be limited to defensive weapons.'* The 
congressional and press reaction was mild. Although the New York 
Times criticized the decision as “a stimulus to an arms race,” the Wash- 
ington Post praised the move as marking “‘a maturing in American deal- 
ings” with the South Asia region.’° 

Because Pakistan had experienced an extremely poor wheat crop that 
year, Bhutto also asked for significant amounts of food aid from the 
United States. In line with the administration’s friendly approach, Wash- 
ington agreed to provide four hundred thousand tons of wheat, worth 
about $65 million, and $78 million of development loans. Although still 
substantial, U.S. economic aid was becoming relatively less significant 
for the Pakistani economy. Bhutto’s persistent wooing of fellow Muslim 
states in the Persian Gulf had begun to pay off. Oil-producing friends 
such as Saudi Arabia and Iran promised some $400 million in economic 
and financial assistance. 

By the time Bhutto visited Washington, U.S. officials were becom- 
ing concerned about Pakistan’s ambitions to match India’s nuclear ca- 
pability. An important indicator that something of this nature was under 
way was Pakistan’s revival of discussions with the French about pur- 
chase of a nuclear fuel reprocessing plant.'* Since the reprocessing 
plant’s capacity was greatly in excess of the fuel requirements of the 
Karachi nuclear reactor and other projected power projects, U.S. spe- 
cialists worried that it was intended to provide the plutonium needed 
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for a nuclear weapons program. In a State Department briefing paper 
for the Bhutto visit, Alfred (Roy) Atherton, who had succeeded Joseph 
Sisco as assistant secretary of state for the Near East and South Asia, 
advised Kissinger, “The [government of Pakistan] is trying to develop 
an independent nuclear fuel cycle and the technical skills that would 
make the nuclear explosion option feasible.’!” In turn, the secretary’s 
briefing memorandum to President Ford stated, “There is now consid- 
erable evidence that Pakistan is embarked on a program that could in 
time give it the option to duplicate India’s nuclear explosion of last 
May.”’® 

Although neither Kissinger nor Ford took up the issue directly with 
Bhutto, the secretary of state agreed that it could be raised at a lower 
level. Accordingly, the State Department’s country director for 
Pakistan, Peter Constable, told Iqbal Riza, the chargé d’ affaires at the 
Pakistani embassy, that the United States hoped that lifting the arms 
embargo would encourage Pakistan not to pursue “the politically risky 
and costly development of nuclear explosives.”’'’ The démarche had lit- 
tle impact: a short while later, the Pakistanis completed negotiations 
with the French and signed a contract for the reprocessing plant.'® 


1975-76: Mostly Positive Developments 


During 1975, the political landscape in South Asia changed dramati- 
cally. In Bangladesh, disgruntled military officers assassinated Presi- 
dent Mujibur Rahman at his home in Dacca and seized power. Maj. 
Gen. Ziaur Rahman, a hero of the 1971 battle for independence, shortly 
ousted the killers of Mujib to establish a military-backed regime. In 
India, after political discontent had mounted and a court order had 
voided her election to parliament, Prime Minister Indira Gandhi had 
persuaded the president to approve “emergency” powers that permitted 
her to arrest opposition leaders, gag the press, and impose authoritarian 
rule. At year’s end, Sri Lanka and Pakistan were the only democratic 
states in the region. 

By this time also, the key U.S. partners in western Asia—Saudi Ara- 
bia and Iran—had emerged with vastly increased economic wealth fol- 
lowing the success of the oil producers’ cartel in boosting petroleum 
prices. The shah of Iran, in particular, wanted to play an expanded re- 
gional role. With U.S. support, he mounted an ambitious effort to 
counter Soviet influence in Afghanistan. Through promises of lavish 
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economic aid, the shah sought to entice Afghan president Sardar 
Mohammed Daoud from his close embrace of Moscow. (In the mid- 
1960s, Daoud had been pushed out of the prime ministership by his 
cousin, King Zahir. In July 1973, however, with the help of leftist mil- 
itary officers, Daoud had seized power from the king and had abolished 
the monarchy.) 

A hard-line Afghan nationalist, Daoud soon revived the dormant 
Pushtunistan dispute with Pakistan and fanned smoldering tribal unrest 
in Pakistan’s Baluchistan province, where Bhutto had felt it necessary 
to employ the military to suppress the tribals. In retaliation against 
Kabul, Islamabad secretly recruited conservative, pro-Islamic oppo- 
nents of Daoud to mount an insurgency against his regime. Maj. Gen. 
Nasrullah Babar, the head of Pakistan’s paramilitary Frontier Scouts, 
who was close to Bhutto and, later, to Bhutto’s daughter, Benazir, or- 
ganized and directed the covert anti-Daoud operation.'” The insurgents, 
who included later Afghan mujahideen leaders such as Islamic radical 
Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, were able to accomplish little against the Kabul 
regime, however.” 

Economically and psychologically, Pakistan by 1976 was back on its 
feet, seemingly recovered from the trauma of 1971. When Bhutto re- 
versed field on economic policy to drop support for “Islamic social- 
ism,” the economy perked up and its gross national product began to 
grow at an annual rate of 5 percent. A billion dollars in aid and credits 
from the Middle Eastern oil-producing countries and Iran were impor- 
tant pluses. “We supported the Middle East long before their oil made 
everyone their suitors. Now we are getting some rewards for that sup- 
port,” a Pakistani official told the New York Times in January 1976.7! 

The only domestic trouble was largely of Bhutto’s own making. The 
prime minister increasingly was acting more like a feudal autocrat than 
a democratic political leader. Showing growing intolerance with those 
who opposed him, Bhutto cracked down hard on critics within his own 
Pakistan Peoples Party (PPP). He also jailed senior opposition leaders 
from Baluchistan and the Northwest Frontier Province. 

In managing Pakistan’s foreign relations, Bhutto’s performance was 
more successful, as he made a number of moves to broaden Pakistan’s 
options in the changing regional environment. Despite his antipathy to- 
ward India, Bhutto restored relations to their level before the 1965 war. 
Supporting the shah’s efforts to wean Afghan president Daoud away 
from the Soviets, he worked to reduce tensions with Kabul. The prime 
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minister nurtured the relationship with China and flirted with the idea 
of establishing closer ties with North Korea after a visit to Pyongyang. 
Finally, Bhutto continued to signal interest in a meaningful improve- 
ment in bilateral ties with the Soviet Union. 

An August 1976 State Department analysis of Pakistan’s foreign 
policy commented, “Bhutto has been trying to compensate for Pak- 
istan’s relative political, military and economic weakness by conciliat- 
ing his neighbors, hedging his bets with the regional and world powers, 
and by trying to play a larger than life role on the world scene.””* That 
same month, in an article in Pakistan Horizon, Bhutto described his 
foreign policy as “balanced bilateralism.’”” 


Nuclear Troubles with Washington 


Anxiety among nonproliferation supporters that other countries would 
try to follow India’s example increased after the French and the West 
Germans signed contracts with Pakistan, Brazil, and Argentina that 
could facilitate their acquiring nuclear explosive capabilities. Credible 
intelligence reports also pointed to the development of research reac- 
tors by South Korea and Taiwan that could similarly enable these states 
to move toward nuclear weapons. 

In the case of Pakistan, U.S. concerns focused on the nuclear fuel re- 
processing plant contract with France and on a facility to produce 
heavy water, which Pakistan hoped to obtain from West Germany. The 
contract with the French made little sense to U.S. specialists except as 
part of a broader program to develop a nuclear weapons capability~ 
The contract with West Germany for the supply of a heavy-water pro- 
duction facility, another important element in the nuclear fuel cycle, 
was also troubling. 

The Ford administration’s policy response, adopted as the U.S. pres- 
idential election campaign began to heat up in 1976, was to tighten ex- 
port controls on sensitive items for states, such as Pakistan, that had not 
signed the nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) and were unwilling 
to allow international inspection of all their nuclear facilities, so-called 
full-scope safeguards. Using muscular diplomacy, Washington suc- 
ceeded in derailing suspect projects in Argentina, Brazil, South Korea, 
and Taiwan—but not in Pakistan. Although the West Germans were 
willing to drop their heavy-water project, the French refused to back 
away from the contract for the reprocessing plant. 
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In February 1976, Kissinger raised the issue directly with Bhutto 
during a meeting in New York. The secretary of state suggested that 
Pakistan defer the nuclear project to allow time to explore setting up an 
international nuclear fuel reprocessing facility. Washington was seeking 
the shah’s approval to locate such a facility in Iran, which, unlike Pak- 
istan, had signed the NPT.* A month later, in March 1976, President 
Ford seconded Kissinger’s request in a letter to Bhutto that asked Pak- 
istan to forgo plans for acquiring reprocessing and heavy-water capa- 
bilities until a clear need existed and alternatives were fully examined.”° 
The Pakistani leader refused to either postpone or cancel the projects.’ 

In a further bid to persuade Bhutto to drop the nuclear option, 
Kissinger traveled to Pakistan in August 1976, his third trip there as 
secretary of state. As the secretary’s aircraft winged its way across 
Europe and the Middle East toward South Asia, reporters were told in 
no uncertain terms of U.S. opposition to the French reprocessing pro- 
ject. Despite strict International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards, 
State Department sources said that the plant raised “concern that 
Pakistan was trying to match India by exploding a nuclear device of its 
own.”** With the Democrats sharply criticizing the administration’s 
nonproliferation policy, especially its relaxed reaction to the Indian test, 
Kissinger and Ford were under pressure to demonstrate that they were 
doing everything possible to prevent Pakistan from continuing its effort 
to match India’s nuclear capability.~” 

Kissinger’s strategy was a combination of carrots and sticks. The 
carrots came in an offer of 110 A-7 attack bombers, which the Pakistani 
air force badly wanted to improve its strike capability against India. If 
“a successful resolution of the reprocessing issue” could be brought 
about, Kissinger indicated that congressional approval for the A-7s 
seemed likely.*” The sticks were not any direct threat, but the prospect 
that the Democrats, who were favored to win the upcoming presiden- 
tial election, would adopt a tougher nonproliferation approach and 
might make an example of Pakistan. 

At an official dinner on the evening of Kissinger’s arrival in Lahore, 
the prime minister and the secretary of state bantered about the nuclear 
issue in their toasts. Bhutto declared, “[Lahore] is our reprocessing 
center, and we cannot in any way curb the reprocessing center of 
Pakistan.” Kissinger replied that governments must constantly review 
their policies, “to reprocess themselves” and decide “what is worth 
reprocessing.””! 
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When the two leaders met the next day in the company of senior 
aides, the discussion roamed the globe with considerable frankness, 
touching on South Asia, China, the Middle East, and Korea. The nu- 
clear issue was left for a private session. Talking about India, Bhutto 
doubted that Indira Gandhi’s emergency was wise: “In a wobbly par- 
liamentary democracy, there was some sublimation and some chance 
for people to feel involved. . . . But this totalitarian system 1s artifi- 
cial. . . . Those who praise it show a myopic approach.”** It was 
unfortunate for Pakistan, and for Bhutto himself, that he failed to fol- 
low this comment in ruling his own country. 

Regarding North Korea (the Pakistani leader had raised eyebrows in 
Washington with his friendly trip to Pyongyang) the secretary stated 
that, from Pakistan’s viewpoint, “it was an intelligent move. . . so we 
didn’t raise any question.” Kissinger added, reflecting his realpolitik 
approach to foreign policy, that he had never “raised the question about 
[Pakistan’s] sincerity. I don’t think it has meaning for nations. I assume 
a nation does something for its own interest. In 1971, the U.S. and 
China, for their own reasons, had compatible policies. With North 
Korea, that compatibility isn’t there.””” 

When they met alone, the secretary told the prime minister that he 
ran the risk of far harsher treatment should Jimmy Carter and the De- 
mocrats win the 1976 elections.** As part of the process of tightening 
up nuclear policy, Congress had adopted amendments to sections 669 
and 670 of the foreign assistance act proposed by Senators John Glenn 
(D-Ohio) and Stuart Symington (D-Mo.) to bar assistance to non-NPT 
signatories that imported uranium-enrichment or nuclear fuel repro- 
cessing technology. Warning that Pakistan might face an economic aid 
cutoff under the new legislation, Kissinger urged the prime minister to 
accept the Ford administration’s proposal: a substantial conventional 
arms package, including the potent A-7s, if Pakistan agreed to forgo the 
nuclear fuel reprocessing plant.” 

Despite good personal relations and genuine mutual respect, the sec- 
retary of state was unable to sway the prime minister. Notwithstanding 
Nixon’s 197] tilt and the friendly attitude of the Ford administration to- 
ward Pakistan, U.S. influence was limited. Following the shock of 
Washington’s aid cutoff during the 1965 war, neither Bhutto nor other 
senior Pakistani officials were willing to place their country’s security 
against India in American hands, especially after India had acquired a 
nuclear capability. The Pakistanis firmly believed that their only sure 
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defense against their vastly larger neighbor lay in acquiring a nuclear 
explosive capability to match India’s. 

When Bhutto discussed the U.S. proposal with his senior security 
advisers, all of them, including air force chief Zulfikar Ali Khan, urged 
the prime minister not to bend on the nuclear question. Bhutto agreed 
and turned Kissinger down.*° Robert Oakley, who was on the trip as a 
National Security Council staff member, commented that both the 
Pakistanis and the Americans surprised each other by their strong 
stands. The intensity with which Kissinger pursued the nuclear ques- 
tion surprised his Pakistani hosts. Bhutto’s refusal to give ground in re- 
turn for a substantial U.S. conventional arms package, in turn, surprised 
the Americans.”’ 

Unbeknownst to the United States, Pakistan had by this time secretly 
embarked on a parallel and technically more difficult route toward a 
nuclear explosive capability. A Pakistani metallurgist, Abdul Qadeer 
Khan, had gained detailed knowledge of the highly sensitive and com- 
plex ultracentrifuge uranium-enrichment process while working in the 
Netherlands. In late 1975, Bhutto had placed A. Q. Khan in charge of a 
high-powered secret effort to produce enriched uranium for nuclear 
weapons.”° 

The Pakistanis, according to Munir Ahmed Khan, set about pur- 
chasing equipment from suppliers in France, Britain, Belgium, and 
West Germany. At first, they made little effort to cover their tracks. 
Although European countries and the United States had tightened ex- 
port controls on sensitive items as part of the tougher nuclear policy 
after the Indian test, Khan explained that the Pakistanis were able to 
circumvent restrictions by procuring individual components and parts 
of sensitive equipment rather than purchasing entire units.°” 


Compatibility, Except on the Nuclear Issue 


For Pakistan, the Ford years saw further steps by Bhutto to reorient for- 
eign and security policy away from the triangular tightrope that Ayub 
Khan had pursued in the mid-1960s to a sturdier structure resting on 
_ three main pillars. The first, and most important, was the intimate rela- 
tionship with Beijing. Ever since the 1965 war with India, China had 
replaced the United States as Pakistan’s principal source of military 
equipment and its main security blanket against India. 
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The second pillar was the relationship with the United States. De- 
spite Bhutto’s vociferous criticism of U.S. policy during the 1960s, he 
reversed field after gaining power in December 1971 and—as he told 
President Nixon—pursued a friendly relationship with Washington. 
Even if the United States did not provide military aid and seemed a less 
formidable power after Watergate and the defeat in Vietnam, Bhutto be- 
lieved good ties with America were in Pakistan’s national interest. The 
United States continued to provide substantial economic aid and, after 
lifting the arms embargo, sold Pakistan significant amounts of military 
equipment. Nonetheless, many Pakistanis continued to harbor a deep 
grievance against the treatment received from Washington during and 
after the 1965 war. Some also felt, without much justification, that the 
United States could have done more to help Pakistan against India 
during the 1971 crisis in East Pakistan. 

The third foreign policy pillar was the greatly strengthened relation- 
ship with fellow Muslim states of the Middle East. Bhutto breathed new 
life and substance into this long-held Pakistani aspiration, which the 
country’s earlier pro-Western orientation had impeded. Stronger links 
with the Arab states and Iran not only helped Pakistan firm up its 
Islamic credentials but resulted in substantial financial assistance from 
wealthy oil producers and the inflow of remittances from several mil- 
lion Pakistanis who found work in the booming Persian Gulf states. 

Bhutto also sought a fourth pillar, still not fully realized: member- 
ship in the Nonaligned Movement (NAM) and, more generally, an ex- 
panded role for Pakistan in the Third World. Although India was able 
to block Pakistan’s formal joining of the NAM because of Islamabad’s 
continued membership in CENTO, Bhutto found it possible to use the 
Organization of Islamic Conference as a platform for pressing his 
worldview on a wider international stage. 

From the U.S. perspective, the two and a half years of Gerald Ford’s 
presidency saw a continuation of Nixon’s policy of warm relations to- 
ward Pakistan. Even though Islamabad had left SEATO in 1972 and 
remained only a nominal member of CENTO, the Ford administration 
considered Pakistan a good friend and ally. Still, lingering congres- 
sional antipathy because of Pakistan’s conduct in 1971 delayed lifting 
the decade-old embargo on lethal arms transfers until February 1975. 
Moreover, when President Ford removed the restrictions, he was unable 
to renew the intimate pre-1965 security relationship. 
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The United States had few disputes with Bhutto’s efforts to 
Strengthen Pakistan’s ties with Muslim countries and to play a larger 
role in the Third World. In the case of China, Pakistan’s close ties par- 
alleled Washington’s own entente with Beijing. The only significant 
bilateral problem related to the nuclear issue and Pakistan’s efforts to 
match India’s nuclear explosive capability. Deterring Pakistan from 
pursuing the nuclear path would become a major and, at times, the 
dominant bilateral issue during the remaining decades of the twentieth 
century. Pakistan’s nuclear policy made clear that it was willing to risk 
serious problems with the United States in the effort to acquire its own 
deterrent. Islamabad’s determination in this pursuit underscored once 
more that Pakistan’s sense of insecurity with regard to India was the 
driving force behind its foreign policy. 


Carter: The Low Point 


Zulfikar Ali Bhutto had reason to be uneasy about Jimmy Carter’s 
arrival in the White House. Ford’s defeat meant the departure of Secre- 
tary of State Henry Kissinger, with whom the prime minister had 
developed a close working relationship, and of the Pakistan-friendly 
Republicans. Islamabad worried that the policies that Carter had advo- 
cated during the election campaign—a tougher nuclear nonprolifera- 
tion stance, a more restrictive approach to arms transfers to nations of 
the developing world, and a greater emphasis on human rights—would 
not augur well for U.S.-Pakistan relations. A further concern was that 
Carter might feel a special affinity for India, where his mother had 
served as a sixty-year-old Peace Corps volunteer. | 

On January 7, 1977, perhaps with an eye on Washington, Bhutto 
announced general elections in March, almost a year earlier than con- 
stitutionally necessary. With Indira Gandhi’s dictatorship seemingly 
firmly in place in India—she had yet to announce her own elections and 
lift the state of emergency she had declared in 1975—and military rule 
in Bangladesh, Pakistan appeared, relatively speaking, a South Asian 
democratic strong point. But things soon went very wrong. 

Initially, the American embassy in Islamabad predicted that Bhutto 
and his Pakistan Peoples Party (PPP) would win the balloting in an easy 
walkover. Following a field trip, political officer Arnold Raphel, who 
would become the U.S. ambassador to Pakistan a decade later, de- 
scribed the elections as a “non-event.” But after nine opposition parties 
forged an anti-Bhutto coalition called the Pakistan National Alliance 
(PNA) and began to draw massive crowds, observers concluded that the 
race would be closer than expected, even though they still thought that 
the PPP would win a respectable victory.” 


A 
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During his five years at Pakistan’s helm, Bhutto had retained an 
emotional hold on the poor masses who had voted overwhelmingly for 
him in the 1970 elections. At the same time, however, he had made 
many enemies. The nationalization of major industries during his first 
two years in office had upset business circles. An ill-considered deci- 
sion to take over several thousand wheat-milling, rice-husking, and 
cotton-ginning units in July 1976 had angered small-business owners 
and traders. The left—intellectuals, students, and trade unionists—felt 
betrayed by Bhutto’s shift to more conservative economic policies and 
by his growing collaboration with feudal landlords, Pakistan’s tradi- 
tional power brokers. Bhutto’s increasingly authoritarian personal style 
and often high-handed way of dealing with political opponents had also 
alienated many.* 

On election night, March 7, 1977, the prime minister invited his 
friend Ambassador Henry Byroade to watch the results on television. 
Byroade recalled, “[Bhutto] was losing in Karachi. He was losing in 
Peshawar. Then the Punjab numbers started coming in and guys who 
were absolute thugs won by 99 per cent. . . . Then [Bhutto] became 
absolutely quiet and started drinking heavily, calling Lahore [in the 
Punjab] and he said, ‘What are you guys doing?’. . . I saw Bhutto at 
8 the next morning, and he wasn’t himself. He hadn’t had any sleep, 
obviously drinking. He was just sad.” 

It was a far bigger PPP sweep than anyone had anticipated. The final 
tally gave Bhutto’s party 155 out of 200 National Assembly seats, includ- 
ing 107 of 115 in the Punjab. If the results saddened the prime minister, 
they enraged the opposition, which screamed that widespread rigging 
had ensured the PPP landslide. In a matter of days, PNA supporters 
filled the streets of major cities with antigovernment demonstrations. As 
the protests grew in intensity, it became clear that Bhutto was in trouble. 
To dampen the disturbances, he imposed limited martial law in Karachi, 
Lahore, and Hyderabad, ordering the army to back up the police.® 

The deployment of the military put the spotlight on its leader, Gen. 
Mohammed Zia ul-Hagq. In 1975, Bhutto had selected Zia over six more- 
senior generals to become chief of army staff, presumably because he 
appeared to be a personally servile and politically unambitious profes- 
sional. Born in the part of eastern Punjab that had remained with India 
at independence, Zia came from a middle-class family with a strong 
religious background. He had won plaudits while assigned to the 
Pakistani training mission in Jordan when Arab radicals threatened 
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King Hussein’s position in 1970. Zia later flattered Bhutto and attracted 
favorable attention as the commander of the army corps headquartered 
in Multan. 

If Ayub Khan looked like a Bengal lancer, Zia appeared more like 
a character from “Monty Python’s Flying Circus” or a caricature of 
British movie comedian Terry Thomas. Of medium height and stocky, 
the army chief’s most prominent features were his slicked-down hair 
parted in the middle and his black moustache. In public, Bhutto treated 
Zia with near contempt, making him the butt of ridicule on social oc- 
casions as “his monkey general.” Whatever his inner thoughts, Zia out- 
wardly accepted the prime minister’s taunts with an ever-present smile 
and expressions of appreciation for “your such kind attentions, sir.”’ 

After Bhutto had to call on the military to help maintain order, how- 
ever, the equation changed. Although always polite and seemingly re- 
_ spectful, the army chief began to assert himself more forcefully. Mak- 
ing clear that he and his fellow generals had little stomach for 
employing soldiers to put down their fellow citizens, Zia pressed 
Bhutto to reach a political settlement with the opposition.® 


The United States Trying to Do Bhutto In? 


As Bhutto’s domestic situation worsened, he received an unexpected 
rebuke from the Carter administration. On April 21, 1977, the State 
Department announced that it was blocking the export of $68 thousand 
worth of tear gas on the grounds that this would signal U.S. support for 
a “repressive regime” and be contrary to the administration’s human 
rights policy.” Since tear gas, regarded as more humane than bullets for 
crowd control, was not considered a sensitive export commodity, the 
move amounted to a public slap.’? The incident stirred Bhutto’s sus- 
picions about U.S. intentions, while the PNA opposition praised the 
action as a “source of great strength.’ 

Intercepts of telephone conversations between U.S. diplomats fur- 
ther fueled the prime minister’s suspicion that America was trying to 
do him in. After a journalist informed Robert Moore, the consul gen- 
eral in Karachi, that Bhutto had been forcibly detained at a reception, 
Moore telephoned Political Counselor Howard Schaffer in Islamabad. 
Assuming that the telephone line was tapped, the consul general para- 
phrased his message.'* Moore called Schaffer again after learning that 
the story about Bhutto’s detention was incorrect. Once more trying to 
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disguise his comments, the consul general said, “My source tells me 
the party is over.’'? 

Perhaps misunderstanding the intercepted conversations, Bhutto 
decided to play the “U.S. interference” card in the increasingly tense 
battle with the PNA opposition. During an emotional address in the 
National Assembly on April 28, 1977, the prime minister charged that 
the United States was financing a “vast, colossal, huge international 
conspiracy” to oust him from power. Bhutto alleged that Washington 
was punishing him for opposing U.S. Vietnam policy, for backing the 
Arab cause against Israel, and for refusing to bow to Washington’s 
pressure on the nuclear reprocessing issue. To climax the speech, he re- 
ferred to the Moore-Schaffer phone conversations. “The party’s over, 
the party’s over. He’s gone,” Bhutto declared. “Well, gentlemen,” the 
prime minister added to loud cheers, “The party is not over!”’* 

U.S. officials were not amused. In Islamabad, the embassy lodged an 
official protest at the foreign ministry. In Washington, the State De- 
partment publicly denied the charges and Cyrus Vance, Carter’s secre- 
tary of state, sent a “fairly stern but conciliatory” rejoinder.'? Peter 
Constable, at the time the chargé d’affaires at the embassy in Islam- 
abad, recalled, “Bhutto, being a real political rogue and rascal, went out 
in an open jeep around Rawalpindi and had all his supporters out in the 
streets and he was waving this letter from Secretary Vance, saying that 
the Americans had apologized to him. Of course, it wasn’t an apology 
at all, and then we got the Department to release the text.’!® 

After the attacks on the United States appeared to gain him little po- 
litical advantage, the prime minister backed off, calling Constable to 
his house to explore ways to restore a more normal relationship. Bhutto 
claimed that he had evidence of interference but did not produce any 
when Constable asked for specifics. It was nonetheless agreed that Sec- 
retary Vance would meet with Foreign Minister Aziz Ahmed in Paris to 
discuss the problem.’’ 

When the two ministers met on May 31, 1977, Aziz Ahmed told 
Vance—much as he had told President Kennedy in 1963—that the 
United States had Jet down “‘its faithful ally” Pakistan. Like Bhutto, 
however, the foreign minister failed to provide any specifics to back up 
_ the charges of U.S. interference. Indeed, Pakistan’s intelligence ser- 
vices had been unable to produce anything concrete when pressed by 
the Pakistani government for evidence of U.S. support for the Opposi- 
tion PNA."* 
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In talking with Aziz Ahmed, Vance denied that the United States was 
trying to oust Bhutto and speculated that the charges might be the re- 
sult of an anti-U.S. “disinformation” campaign. Adopting his usual 
gentlemanly approach, Vance expressed a desire for friendlier bilateral 
relations, saying, “We should try to put the past behind us.” Aziz 
Ahmed agreed and stated that he would explore ways to dampen the 
anti-U.S. atmosphere when he returned home. In line with Vance’s ac- 
commodating stance, the United States continued to provide arms to 
Pakistan—the secretary characterized the tear gas episode as a “special 
case.”!? Ironically, on April 28, 1977, the very day that Bhutto had 
blasted America for “colossal” interference, the U.S. Navy transferred 
two destroyers to Pakistan under a long-term loan arrangement.” 

The improvement in relations proved short-lived. In line with its pol- 
icy to de-emphasize arms transfers to the developing world, the Carter 
administration withdrew the offer of 110 A-7 attack aircraft that had re- 
mained on the table when Gerald Ford departed the White House. To 
make matters worse, the State Department failed to inform the Paki- 
stanis of the action, which they learned of from the media. The fact 
that the press spoke of concern about India’s reaction as a major reason 
for the decision further irked the Pakistanis.*' The U.S. embassy in Is- 
lamabad warned that the episode gave “the strong impression, regard- 
less of how fortuitous or false it is, that we have decided we can no 
longer do business with Bhutto and we are punishing Pakistan.”’”? 

Meanwhile, as the deadlock between Bhutto and his political oppo- 
nents hardened, Saudi Arabia tried to mediate between the two sides, an 
indication of the growing importance of the oil-rich Saudis in Pakistani 
politics. The Saudis were able to get serious negotiations under way but 
had difficulty in firming up a compromise agreement for new elections 
in the fall of 1977. In dealing with the Saudis, Bhutto seemed to be 
looking over his shoulder, still nervous about foreign interference. At 
one point, the prime minister charged that the Soviets were “massively” 
interfering in Pakistan. When the Saudi ambassador queried how this 
squared with his allegations about the United States, an ever-glib 
Bhutto responded that Washington was trying to “weaken” Pakistan, 
and that Moscow wanted to “dismember” the country.”° 

On June 17, 1977, the prime minister flew to Saudi Arabia to thank 
King Khalid for his help in arranging what then seemed to be a viable 
agreement with the opposition. Bhutto told the Saudi monarch that he 
blamed both Moscow and Washington for his domestic troubles but 
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believed the Americans were more responsible than the Russians. 
Bhutto recalled Kissinger’s warning that Carter would make an exam- 
ple of Pakistan because of the nuclear issue and claimed to have 
“ample proof” that the Americans had funneled money and advice to 
his opponents.” 

By this time, Pakistan’s military chiefs were becoming worried 
about maintaining troop morale in the face of ongoing political insta- 
bility. Zia and the corps commanders emphasized their wish that 
Bhutto reach an early accord with the opposition to end the unrest. At 
the same time, they readied a contingency plan called Operation Fair 
Play, which envisaged a military takeover to prevent a total breakdown 
of law and order.” 

As July 1977 began, political negotiations were continuing almost 
nonstop. Although the PPP and the PNA seemed tantalizingly close to 
an accord, mutual suspicions hindered their bringing an agreement to 
closure. During this time of extreme tension, career diplomat and 
China specialist Arthur Hummel arrived in Islamabad to succeed Henry 
Byroade as ambassador. With the traditional July 4 American Indepen- 
dence Day celebration at hand, an awkward problem arose: according 
to Pakistani protocol, the prime minister could not attend the American 
function—a midday reception for top officials and diplomats—unless 
he had previously received the new ambassador. The frenetic pace of 
political negotiations had made it difficult for Bhutto to find the time 
to receive Hummel. It was not until 2 A.M. on July 4 that the prime 
minister was finally able to meet with Hummel. The envoy recalled 
having a “reasonably friendly discussion,’ during which Bhutto said 
that he wanted to be on good terms with the United States once the 
political troubles ended.”° Having satisfied the niceties of protocol, the 
prime minister arrived at the ambassador’s residence ten hours later to 
attend the July 4th party. According to Hummel, Bhutto “made his 
presence very conspicuous by talking with the Soviet ambassador the 
whole time.”*’ At one point during the reception, Arnold Raphel ap- 
proached General Zia, with whom he was on friendly terms, to ask if 
he would like to greet Bhutto. The army chief answered somewhat 
stiffly that “[i]t wasn’t necessary.” He similarly brushed off Raphel’s 
suggestion that they inspect the U.S. military attaché’s airplane the 
following day—something that the army chief had previously ex- 
pressed an interest in doing. Zia told Raphel that he would be “very 
busy” on July 5.7° 
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What would keep Zia “very busy” soon became apparent. The army 
chief informed his senior colleagues shortly after 6:30 P.M. that Opera- 
tion Fair Play would be implemented that night, since “the government 
and the PNA have agreed to disagree.’ Shortly after midnight on 
July 5, 1977, just twelve hours after the American reception, the mili- 
tary took power for the third time since Pakistan gained independence, . 
and for the first time ousted an elected government. Zia imposed mar- 
tial law and placed Bhutto, other senior leaders of the PPP, and top fig- 
ures of the opposition PNA under house arrest. The general personally 
called Bhutto to say, “I’m sorry, Sir, I had to do it. . . . But in ninety 
days Pll hold new elections. You’ll be elected Prime Minister again, of 
course, Sir, and I’ll be saluting you.””” 

It is possible that General Zia initially expected to maintain martial 
law for only a short period and to hold new elections after the country 
cooled down. It is also possible that Zia, a vastly more cunning and am- 
bitious individual than his self-effacing manner suggested, never in- 
tended an early return to civilian rule. Whatever his true thoughts, Zia 
announced that the military did not plan to remain in power for long 
and would hold fresh elections in the fall of 1977. 

On July 15, 1977, Zia called on Bhutto, who was then being held in 
a comfortable government rest house in the 6,000-foot, fir-tree-covered 
hill station of Murree, just an hour’s drive from Islamabad. Acting as if 
he were still running the country, Bhutto imprudently chastised Zia for 
imposing martial law and reminded him that the 1973 constitution 
called for the death penalty for anyone trying to overthrow the govern- 
ment.”’ The general listened politely, said that he had intervened reluc- 
tantly, would remain neutral, and would hold fair elections, after which 
he would “revert to the barracks leaving the field free to you to manage 
the affairs of state as you consider appropriate.” 

Two weeks later, when Zia released the former prime minister and 
the other political prisoners from custody, it looked as though the gen- 
erals genuinely intended to rule the country for only a brief period. If 
so, the public’s tumultuous reception for Bhutto jolted their thinking. 
Once free, the ex—prime minister sharply criticized the imposition of 
martial law’’ and demonstrated that his popularity with the masses re- 
mained undiminished. A wildly enthusiastic reception welcomed 
Bhutto in Karachi. In Lahore, the city’s largest-ever crowd turned out 
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to greet him. It seemed likely that the PPP would win the upcoming 
elections. 

Although Zia and his colleagues may not have planned to retain 
power, the likelihood of a Bhutto victory undoubtedly helped convince 
them to stay on. Given the ex-prime minister’s criticism of the mili- 
tary’s action, his track record for vindictiveness in dealing with oppo- 
nents, and the provisions of the 1973 constitution, the generals must 
have realized that they could expect harsh treatment should Bhutto 
regain power. The martial law regime then rapidly assembled a battery 
of legal charges against Bhutto, maintaining that it was taken aback by 
evidence found in official files of criminal abuse of power. The purpose 
was clear: to remove Bhutto from the political stage.** 

On September 3, 1977, the ex—prime minister was arrested on 
charges of murder and “other high crimes.” Although M. A. Kasuri, a 
Punjabi politician who had fallen out with Bhutto, was allegedly the in- 
tended victim of the murder, it was Kasuri’s father who, in fact, had 
been shot to death in an ambush. Solicitous about the U.S. reaction, Zia 
made a point of informing Ambassador Hummel personally. During 
their meeting, the general reiterated that he would shortly hold elec- 
tions and expressed the hope that these would result in the formation of 
“a reasonably stable government.” For the next nineteen months, 
Bhutto’s fate preoccupied the political life of Pakistan. 

On October 1, 1977, only eighteen days before elections were sup- 
posed to take place, Zia postponed the balloting. He set no new date. 
Pakistan then settled into its longest stretch of martial law, which lasted 
for eight years, until December 31, 1985. Unlike during the two earlier 
periods of martial law, the constitution was suspended but not abro- 
gated. However, as chief martial law administrator, chief of army staff, 
and after September 1978, president,*° General Zia had total control of 
the reins of power. 


U.S.-Pakistan Relations Skid 


By this time, U.S.-Pakistan relations were skidding downward. After 
the stunning election victory of the Janata Party and the end to Indira 
Gandhi’s authoritarian emergency, India was once more the world’s 
largest democracy. When Zia became his country’s military dictator, 
the India-Pakistan contrast was even more marked. With its emphasis 
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on promoting democracy and human rights, the Carter administration 
looked on India with favor and on Pakistan with concern. In keeping 
with the views of Carter’s national security adviser, Zbigniew Brzezin- 
ski, Washington was also trying to strengthen relationships with “re- 
gional influentials.” In South Asia, that meant India, not Pakistan. In 
July 1977, Jimmy Carter welcomed India’s new prime minister, 
Morarji Desai, to the White House. On January 1, 1978, Carter became 
the third U.S. president to pay an official visit to India. Unlike Eisen- 
hower and Nixon, he did not stop in Pakistan.>’ 

In dealing with foreign affairs, Zia basically followed Bhutto’s 
approach, but in a less flamboyant manner. Aziz Ahmed, who was re- 
garded as too close to the former prime minister, was dropped as for- 
eign minister. Agha Shahi, the accomplished career diplomat who had 
been serving as foreign secretary, became his successor, with the title 
of “foreign affairs adviser.” 

Nor did Zia alter course on the nuclear issue. When State Depart- 
ment nuclear specialist Joseph Nye visited Islamabad in September 
1977, he brought only sticks after Washington had withdrawn the prin- 
cipal carrot—the offer to sell A-7 attack bombers. Nye warned the 
Pakistanis that if they persisted with the French fuel reprocessing pro- 
ject, the United States would have to cut off economic assistance under 
the Glenn amendment to the foreign assistance act. This amendment 
barred U.S. aid to countries that had not signed the nuclear Nonprolif- 
eration Treaty (NPT) but that imported nuclear fuel reprocessing tech- 
nology.°® The fact that Pakistan had agreed to special international safe- 
guards made little impression on U.S. nuclear specialists; they 
continued to be convinced that Islamabad wanted the reprocessing fa- 
cility in order to be able to match India’s nuclear explosive capability. 

Zia informed Nye that his country intended to proceed with the 
project. Quite apart from strategic considerations, Pakistan’s military 
dictator had little choice on a issue that had become charged with na- 
tionalist pride. After Zia refused to bend, the U.S. government pro- 
ceeded to suspend economic assistance. With aid levels running at 
about $50 million annually, considerably less than during the halcyon 
days of the early 1960s, the economic blow was not enormous. Wash- 
ington, in any case, continued a substantial food aid program that the 
Glenn amendment did not bar. The political blow was nonetheless 
Sharp. The cooling of U.S.-Pakistan ties paralleled the warming trend 
in the U.S.-India relationship. 
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Although the Carter administration failed to dissuade Islamabad, it 
fared better in Paris. After French president Valéry Giscard d’Estaing 
dropped Gaullist Jacques Chirac as prime minister, Paris decided to 
shift its policy and informed Washington that it would not be unhappy 
if the reprocessing-plant project were terminated.*’ To put a better face 
on things, the French proposed a technical modification called “co- 
processing” that would permit production of fuel usable in a nuclear 
power reactor but not in making a bomb.*° When French nuclear expert 
Andre Jacomet visited Pakistan in February 1978, Zia rejected the sug- 
gested alternative. At this point, Jacomet recalled, the French became 
“convinced Pakistan wanted the atomic bomb” and decided definitively 
to back out of the contract.*! 

For Washington, the French action appeared to mark an important 
nonproliferation victory and to remove the major source of friction in 
bilateral relations with Pakistan. A pleased State Department an- 
nounced that the United States would be resuming economic aid and 
seeking $69 million for the coming fiscal year’s program.** But the 
smiles did not last long. U.S. officials soon became aware that Pakistan 
was secretly pursuing a parallel, but technically more difficult, path to- 
ward a bomb: the uranium-enrichment process.” In the spring of 1978, 
Western governments realized that something was amiss after the 
British discovered that the Pakistanis were trying to purchase “invert- 
ers,” a key component for enriching uranium.” A parliamentary ques- 
tion put the issue in the public domain in July 1978. In the fall, the 
British imposed export controls on “inverters.” 

As intelligence about the secret program mounted, Ambassador 
Hummel decided on a direct approach with Zia: to lay out what the 
United States knew about Pakistan’s clandestine effort to produce en- 
riched uranium. After hearing Hummel out, Zia responded with a 
straight face, “That’s absolutely ridiculous. Your information is incor- 
rect. We have to clear this up. Tell me any place in Pakistan you want 
to send your experts and I will let them come and see.” The ambassador 
was skeptical that Zia would follow through. He was right.*° 


Bhutto Dies on the Gallows 


Meanwhile, on March 18, 1978, the Lahore high court found Bhutto 
guilty of murder and sentenced him to death. The court’s decision trig- 
gered calls for clemency from many foreign leaders, includin g President 
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Jimmy Carter.*’ An unmoved Zia told British television that he had so 
far granted none of seventy appeals for clemency that had been pre- 
sented to him and saw no special reason to intervene in Bhutto’s case.” 
After the former prime minister decided to appeal his conviction to the 
Supreme Court of Pakistan, the legal process continued for the rest of 
the year. On December 18, 1978, Bhutto began four dramatic days in 
court to argue his own appeal. Although “haggard and pale” after 
months in prison, according to a cabled report from the embassy in Is- 
lamabad, the former prime minister delivered an articulate and eloquent 
defense that called “not for mercy or clemency but for justice.”*” 

While Bhutto’s fate was consuming Pakistanis, in neighboring Iran 
the curtain was falling on America’s longtime ally, the shah. In the face 
of antigovernment riots during the fall and early winter of 1978-79, his 
regime crumbled. After the monarch went into exile in January 1979, 
Shiite fundamentalist leader Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini made a tri- 
umphal entry into Tehran to launch the Iranian revolution. Although the 
Pakistani leadership had no great love for the shah, whose imperial pre- 
tensions they found grating, nor much respect for the martial qualities 
of the U.S.-trained and -equipped Iranian military, the failure of the 
Carter administration to support more effectively a major U.S. ally took 
Islamabad aback. Earlier, the Pakistanis had also been surprised by 
Washington’s restrained reaction to the April 1978 coup d’état in Kabul 
that ousted President Sardar Mohammed Daoud and brought the com- 
munists to power in Afghanistan.”” 

When the revolutionary Iranian government announced it was with- 
drawing from CENTO, Pakistan quickly followed suit. Foreign Affairs 
Adviser Agha Shahi told the press that the alliance had “lost its mean- 
ing with the withdrawal of Iran but [Pakistan] had been moving inde- 
pendently to that position” anyway.”' Although Shahi had previously 
urged Zia to leave the alliance so that India could no longer use 
CENTO membership as an excuse to block Pakistan’s joining the Non- 
aligned Movement (NAM), Zia preferred to avoid adding to his diffi- 
culties with the Americans.” After Pakistan quit CENTO, it was offi- 
cially accepted into the NAM at the group’s 1979 summit in Cuba. 
Once Iran and Pakistan withdrew from CENTO, that alliance formally 
disbanded. 

On February 2, 1979, the Supreme Court of Pakistan rejected 
Bhutto’s appeal by a single vote. That same day, Ambassador Hummel 
delivered another request for clemency from President Carter.°’ On 
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March 1, 1979, the U.S. House of Representatives added its voice, 
adopting a resolution that urged Zia to spare Bhutto’s life. Despite 
these pleas and numerous others, Zia told the press that he saw “no jus- 
tification to use his prerogative [to grant clemency] against the deci- 
sions” of the courts. He characterized the Bhutto trial as “a pure and 
simple criminal case” that has “nothing to do with politics.” At the 
same time, the Pakistani president reiterated that he would soon an- 
nounce a date for the long-promised elections.°* During March, Zia re- 
ceived a third message from Carter, along with similar appeals for 
clemency from the pope, UN Secretary-General Kurt Waldheim, and 
leaders of the Soviet Union, Saudi Arabia, France, and many other na- 
tions. Zia took no action. 

On the morning of April 4, 1979, Bhutto was hanged.” Although 
Hummel had pressed for clemency in keeping with Washington’s in- 
structions, his private assessment was that Zia had little practical 
choice. It was either Bhutto or Zia. “Although I did everything I was 
told with fervor, if I had been in Zia’s shoes,’ Hummel commented, “I 
would not have wanted a live Bhutto in some prison from which he 
could escape at any time or be sprung.””° 

In assessing Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, it is hard to disagree with the judg- 
ment of Sir Morrice James, the British high commissioner to Pakistan 
in the mid-1960s, that the Pakistani leader was ‘“‘a Lucifer, a flawed 
angel.’ Bhutto combined great intelligence, personal charm, a keen 
grasp of international affairs, and a genuine flair for politics. After 
Jinnah and Liaquat Ali Khan, he was by far Pakistan’s most gifted and 
charismatic political leader. But his negative qualities were also formi- 
dable. In the end, the clumsy and unnecessary rigging of the 1977 elec- 
tions triggered his downfall. Instead of providing Pakistan with stable 
and enlightened leadership, Bhutto died on the gallows, beloved by the 
masses to whom he had promised “bread, clothing, and shelter” and re- 
viled by others as an unprincipled demagogue. 


Further Nuclear Troubles 


_ On April 6, 1979, just two days after Bhutto’s execution, the State De- 
partment confirmed that the United States had once more suspended 
aid to Pakistan because of the nuclear program. Washington had hoped 
to avoid publicizing the reimposition of sanctions but felt obligated to 
make the action public because of media leaks.°° Given the proximity 
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to Bhutto’s: hanging, some observers in Pakistan assumed that the 
United States was punishing Zia for spurning Carter’s appeals for 
clemency. Pakistan’s president knew that this was not the case. 

A month earlier, after the U.S. intelligence community had con- 
cluded that Pakistan was covertly pursuing the enriched-uranium path 
toward a nuclear explosive capability, Deputy Secretary of State Warren 
Christopher had stopped in Islamabad during a trip abroad to alert Zia 
to the possible renewed suspension of aid. Christopher had advised that 
the United States would have to take this action pursuant to the 
Symington amendment to the foreign assistance act unless President 
Carter received “reliable assurances” that Pakistan was not seeking a 
nuclear weapon. Zia promptly “assured” Christopher that the program 
was “entirely peaceful” but refused to rule out a “peaceful” nuclear test 
and was unwilling to accept international safeguards on Pakistan’s 
nuclear facilities. The Carter administration found Zia’s response inad- 
equate and suspended economic aid a second time. In the hope of min- 
imizing the damage to bilateral relations, at first no announcement was 
made of the action.” 

Blaming the renewed imposition of sanctions on “Zionist circles, 
the Pakistanis were especially rankled that Washington had taken no 
action against India, which had actually exploded a nuclear device. Far 
from punishing New Delhi, the Carter administration—to the annoy- 
ance of Islamabad—was engaged in a strenuous and politically costly 
battle to continue the supply of enriched-uranium fuel for the nuclear 
power reactors at Tarapur, near Bombay. As a top-level Pakistani put it, 
“If the United States had applied sanctions against the Indians, we 
would not have minded so much. We could understand U.S. favoritism 
toward Israel as a special case, but not the refusal to sanction India 
while hitting so hard at Pakistan.’”°’ 

In discussions with visiting Americans, Pakistani officials regularly 
insisted—much as Zia had “assured” Christopher—that the nuclear 
program was entirely peaceful. For example, in August 1979, Foreign 
Affairs Adviser Shahi told visiting member of Congress Lester Wolff 
(D-N.Y.) that Pakistan had “no intention to make a bomb” and pursued 
a peaceful program in order to gain knowledge of nuclear energy for 
electric power generation. Shahi labeled press reports that Libya and 
other Arab countries were funding the program to make an “Islamic 
bomb” as “pure fantasy.”®” In similar vein, General Zia told the New 
York Times in September 1979, “Pakistan is not making a bomb. 
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Pakistan is not in a position to make a bomb and has no intention of 
making a bomb.” The president claimed that the enriched uranium pro- 
gram was designed to produce nuclear fuel for electric power. “If we do 
not get an alternative source of energy,’ Zia stated, “Pakistan will choke 
in the next few years.” 

As the Carter administration explored ways to derail Pakistan’s nu- 
clear program, an interagency group led by arms-control expert Gerard 
Smith found few promising avenues. When the New York Times re- 
ported that the Smith group had considered, along with other possibil- 
ities, the option of destroying Pakistan’s nuclear capability by an attack 
on the Kahuta uranium-enrichment facility, the story caused an uproar 
in Islamabad. A categorical State Department denial failed to calm the 
waters. 

Two months earlier, in June 1979, Pakistan’s extreme sensitivity 
about the Kahuta facility had caused an embarrassing diplomatic inci- 
dent. Two diplomats from the French embassy in Islamabad, the am- 
bassador and the first secretary, were driving in the vicinity of Kahuta 
after a meeting of European Community envoys. Although their car 
was traveling on a public road and was not in a restricted area, two ve- 
hicles suddenly blocked their path. Six Pakistanis then pulled the diplo- 
mats from their car and beat them severely. The first secretary, Jean 
Forlot, told the U.S. embassy that he assumed the Pakistani government 
organized the attack to scare people away from the area around the nu- 
clear facility.° 

In October 1979, Shahi traveled to Washington for a further round of 
discussions. After the communist takeover in Afghanistan and the fall 
of the shah in Iran, the Pakistanis hoped that the Americans would show 
greater sensitivity to the altered security environment in the region and 
dwell less heavily on the nuclear issue. But Shahi perceived little 
change in the U.S. stance. Although the Carter administration recog- 
nized the desirability of improving ties with Pakistan, Shahi found that 
the Americans were unwilling to soft pedal the nuclear issue and con- 
tinued to regard Zia’s military dictatorship with distaste, especially 
after Bhutto’s execution. 

To aggravate matters, while his envoy was in Washington, Pakistan’s 
president announced an indefinite postponement of elections. The State 
Department responded sternly that the action “deeply disappointed” 
the United States.°’ The Carter administration was also leery about 
Zia’s efforts to gain greater domestic legitimacy through his policy of 
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Islamization. In the process, Zia substituted traditional Koranic punish- 
ments for Western legal norms, promoted religious schools (madras- 
sas), and establish a special sharia (Islamic law) court to ensure that 
Pakistan’s laws were consistent with the Koran. Zia also cooperated 
with conservative religious parties, such as the Jamaat-i-Islami, which 
earlier governments had regarded with distaste. 

But Pakistan’s nuclear program, not its domestic political scene or 
events in the region, dominated Shahi’s talks in Washington. Secretary 
Vance asked for three commitments: first, that Pakistan not transfer 
nuclear technology to other countries; second, that it open its nuclear 
facilities to international inspection; and third, that it not test a nuclear 
device. Shahi gave Vance satisfaction only on the first item. He said that 
Pakistan would refuse to permit inspection of Kahuta and other nuclear 
installations unless India similarly opened its nuclear facilities to in- 
spection. On the question of testing, the envoy stated that Pakistan “had 
not yet reached that stage” and would review the pros and cons after it 
attained the necessary capability to explode a device. 

At one point, Vance said that he wanted to speak alone with Shahi in 
his private office. To the Pakistani visitor’s surprise, he found nuclear 
expert Gerard Smith already present there. Smith promptly began to 
hammer away about the dangers that nuclear proliferation posed for 
Pakistan: “Don’t you know you are entering the valley of death? Do 
you think you are enhancing your security by what you are doing? The 
Indians are far ahead of you. They can utterly destroy you.” Taken 
aback, Shahi countered that he did not have to be a nuclear expert to 
understand that “the value of a nuclear capability lies in its possession, 
not in its use.” 

Despite these bilateral frictions, U.S.-Pakistan relations improved in 
one sensitive area: that of intelligence cooperation. After losing elec- 
tronic listening posts in Iran because of the revolution, U.S. officials 
approached Zia about collaboration in the collection of communica- 
tions intelligence. After the president agreed to cooperate, the Central 
Intelligence Agency (CIA) provided technical assistance and equip- 
ment to improve Pakistan’s electronic intercept capabilities. U.S. intel- 
ligence agencies received the data collected by these installations but 
did not station American specialists in Pakistan.’ Although far more 
limited in scope than the arrangement for Badaber, which was a large 
and entirely U.S.-manned facility, the accord nonetheless marked a 
significant development in the bilateral relationship. 
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In July 1979, President Carter also approved a small covert-assistance 
program for Afghans opposing the communist government in Kabul. 
The CIA worked with its Pakistani counterpart, the Inter-Services 
Intelligence Directorate (ISD), to channel aid to the fledgling Afghan re- 
sistance movement. This aid built on the covert capability that Pakistan 
had earlier developed against the Daoud government. After Zia seized 
power, direction of the covert assistance passed from the Frontier 
Scouts to the ISI,’ whose chief, Lt. Gen. Akhtar Rahman Khan, was a 
close confidant of Zia. 

The covert U.S. help involved propaganda support and nonmilitary 
assistance but did not include arms or ammunition. According to Robert 
Gates, a later director of the CIA, the funding level was modest—less 
than $1 million.’ Although small, the CIA-ISI effort was the seed from 
which the vastly larger and ultimately successful Afghan covert pro- 
gram grew. Despite the strain in other facets of the relationship, grow- 
ing cooperation between intelligence agencies signaled Zia’s interest in 
maintaining Pakistan’s links with the United States and Washington’s 
reciprocal willingness to work with Pakistan when it suited U.S. inter- 
ests, notwithstanding the two governments’ substantial differences, 
especially over nuclear issues. 


The Burning of the U.S. Embassy 


The sacking of the U.S. embassy in Islamabad brought the bilateral re- 
lationship to its lowest point ever.” 

After rumors spread that Israel and the United States had had a hand 
in the seizure of the Grand Mosque in Mecca, the holiest religious site 
for Muslims, anti-American disturbances flared in many parts of the 
Islamic world. None was as violent as the outburst in Islamabad. At 
noon on November 21, 1979, several hundred irate students from nearby 
Quaid-i-Azam University arrived in buses and started demonstrating in 
front of the American embassy compound, located in the sparsely pop- 
ulated diplomatic enclave about three miles from the university. After 
talking with embassy officers, the demonstrators seemed satisfied, 
_ climbed back into the buses, and drove off. Ambassador Hummel and 
Deputy Chief of Mission Barrington King, who were both at their 
homes for lunch, were informed that the disturbance was over. 

In fact, it was only beginning. Within a few minutes, the vehicles 
turned around and returned, accompanied by many other buses and 
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trucks. A far larger and nastier crowd, thought to number several thou- 
sand, swirled around the embassy compound. In an ugly mood, the 
rioters brushed aside a thin protective police cordon and began to batter 
away at the compound gates. As the mob became angrier, the embassy 
staff urgently phoned for help from Hummel, King, and the Pakistani 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. In accordance with an emergency plan, 
those inside the main embassy building—American and Pakistani em- 
ployees and Time correspondent Marcia Gauger, who was having lunch 
with Political Counselor Herbert Hagerty—gradually retreated toward 
the steel-shielded communications vault. One hundred thirty-seven 
people had taken shelter inside the vault when the heavy metal doors 
swung shut at 1:40 p.m. 

After the surging demonstrators broke down the compound gates, 
they went on a rampage, smashing everything in sight. The mob 
wrecked some eighty cars in the parking lot and set the main embassy 
building on fire with gasoline drained from the vehicles. As flames 
seared the paint off the walls and smoke seeped through the corridors, 
the temperature inside the vault rose dangerously. Even though some 
armed rioters had clambered onto the embassy roof and attempted to 
fire weapons down into the vault, the morale of those trapped inside re- 
mained intact. There was no panic. The staff remained in telephone 
contact with Hummel and with the State Department in Washington. 
The fact that an embassy security guard, Cpl. Stephen Crowley of the 
U.S. Marine Corps, had died from gunshot wounds sustained on the 
roof, was kept from the others. 

The trapped embassy officials assumed that rescuers would soon be 
on the scene; getting a relief force to the compound did not seem a 
difficult task. Military barracks, President Zia’s residence, and the 
Pakistani army headquarters were all located in Rawalpindi, less than 
fifteen miles from the embassy and at most a half-hour drive, mainly on 
a four-lane highway. Yet despite repeated pleas from Hummel, calls 
from Shahi at the foreign office,-and even a “very impassioned” tele- 
phone call from Jimmy Carter to President Zia, it took nearly four 
hours for the Pakistani military to arrive at the compound. 

According to Zia’s chief of staff, Gen. K. M. Arif, and the Pakistani 
government’s press spokesperson, Maj. Gen. Mujibur Rehman, the au- 
thorities had been caught by surprise and were unprepared for the attack 
on the embassy. At the time the riot had begun, much of the govern- 
ment’s security apparatus was tied up shadowing Zia, who was cycling 
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through the streets of Rawalpindi on a public relations tour to promote 
the use of bicycles. The Punjabi provincial authorities, responsible for 
protecting embassies, failed to call for assistance from the army when 
the rioters overwhelmed the police cordon. Arif said that he first had 
learned of the attack through frantic calls from Hummel and Shahi. 

After Zia’s top aide became aware of what was happening, he or- 
dered two helicopters to fly to the embassy to get a better fix on the 
situation and, if possible, to help in rescuing the staff. Smoke from the 
burning compound obscured the pilots’ vision, however, and they were 
unsure whether the embassy roof could hold the weight of their heli- 
copters. It was not until 5:30 P.M., almost four hours after the door of 
the communications vault had shut, that a Pakistani army unit reached 
the compound. By then, as dusk set in, the crisis was over. Having 
failed to break into the vault, the demonstrators had gradually melted 
away. The shaken embassy staff was already safe. Many had taken 
refuge in the adjacent compound of the British high commission. 

The mob’s departure was a godsend. With the heat in the vault be- 
coming unbearable, those inside had decided to escape onto the roof 
rather than suffocate. Had the armed demonstrators still been present, 
the attempt might have ended in bloody carnage. Nonetheless, the 
tragedy took four lives. In addition to Corporal Crowley, Chief Warrant 
Officer Bryant Ellis of the defense attaché’s office and two Pakistani 
employees of the embassy had died after they were unable to reach the 
safety of the vault. The compound was a charred ruin. It looked as if a 
battle had raged over the terrain. The mob had left little in its wake. 

The next day, the State Department commandeered Pan American 
Airways aircraft to evacuate all dependents and nonessential personnel 
from Islamabad. Zia conveyed his regrets and apologies to Carter in a 
phone conversation during which the U.S. president—to the annoyance 
of the Islamabad embassy staff—thanked the Pakistani army for its 
help.” After accepting responsibility for their failure to protect the em- 
bassy, the Pakistanis in time handed over a check to Hummel for the 
$23 million that the U.S. government said was needed to rebuild the 
main embassy building.” 

Although Pakistani officials attributed the slow reaction to bureau- 
cratic snarls, lack of preparedness, and plain incompetence, the less 
charitable views of U.S. officials on the scene appear closer to the mark. 
Some Americans thought that the Pakistanis were hesitant about inter- 
vening lest the rumors of U.S. involvement in Mecca prove true. Others 
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felt that the Pakistanis found it not a bad idea to let the Americans 
“sweat a bit.” Still others believed that Pakistani intelligence had insti- 
gated the embassy demonstration (U.S. facilities in Rawalpindi, Lahore, 
and Karachi were also attacked), which then had gotten out of hand. 

In the wake of the incident, U.S. relations with Pakistan, according 
to National Security Council staff member Thomas Thornton, were 
“about as bad as with any country in the world, except perhaps Albania 
or North Korea.”’® 


The Soviet Military Intervention in Afghanistan 


Just a little more than four weeks later, on Christmas Eve 1979, the 
Soviet Army marched into Afghanistan to oust headstrong Hafizullah 
Amin and install the more pliable Babrak Karmal as the country’s pres- 
ident. The Soviet action shook the globe. The Carter administration’s 
quest for détente abruptly ended, and the chill of the Cold War returned. 
The U.S. attitude toward Pakistan, as Thornton put it, “To]vernight, lit- 
erally, . . . changed dramatically.”’’ When the president telephoned 
Zia that day, his tone and message differed drastically from those of the 
conversation the two had had a month before. The United States, 
Jimmy Carter told his Pakistani counterpart, reaffirmed the 1959 bilat- 
eral security agreement against communist aggression and offered to 
bolster Pakistan’s security. With Soviet soldiers at the Khyber Pass, the 
traditional gateway for invasions of South Asia, Pakistan had become a 
“front line” state.’* 

Moscow’s action also shocked the Pakistanis, who probably never 
fully believed their frequent predictions about the likelihood of a Soviet 
takeover of Afghanistan. Quite apart from Pakistan’s strategic interests, 
the de facto seizure of the neighboring Muslim state deeply offended 
Zia’s sense of Islamic brotherhood. Although Islamabad had been very 
unhappy over the communist coup d’état in Kabul in 1978, the Afghan 
regime that conducted the coup was, at least, an indigenous Afghan 
affair with which Zia was prepared to deal. Indeed, a December 1979 
snowstorm in Kabul had forced a last-minute postponement of a 
meeting between Hafizullah Amin and Agha Shahi. Before their get- 
together could be rescheduled, the Soviets had killed Amin and put 
Babrak Karmal in his place. 

When the Soviet ambassador called on Zia to request Pakistan’s 
“understanding” of events, Shahi recalled, the envoy stated that Soviet 


246 Carter: The Low Point 


forces had entered Afghanistan in a limited manner for a limited period 
of time at the invitation of the Kabul government. To Zia’s query, 
“Which government, Mr. Ambassador, invited you in?” the ambassador 
replied, “Babrak Karmal’s.” The president said that he would think the 
matter over and, showing his usual courtesy toward visitors, personally 
accompanied the diplomat to his car.” 

Before deciding how to respond, Zia consulted with senior military 
officers, the foreign office, provincial governors, and a range of other 
advisers. According to Arif, the president received conflicting advice. 
A minority of doves, including some in the military, argued that “Pak- 
istan was too small and weak to challenge Moscow. It would be a dan- 
gerous game for Pakistan to take on the Big Bear. The Soviet Union 
was not only a great power, but was near by.”*” 

A contrary view held that Afghanistan itself was not sufficiently im- 
portant to be the real Soviet target: in keeping with lore of the Great 
Game, the Soviets were after Pakistan or Iran, or perhaps access to the 
Arabian Sea. Whatever the case, it was better to oppose the Soviets in 
Afghanistan. Without such opposition, Pakistan’s turn could be next. 
For his part, Shahi commented, “It’s aggression and an invasion and 
we have to take a stand.”*' Had Babrak actually asked the Soviets in, 
Pakistan would have had no basis for opposing the action. Babrak 
Karmal, however, had no authority and was not even in Afghanistan 
when he supposedly issued the invitation. 

The Pakistanis conceded that opposing the Soviets ran significant 
risks: Moscow might refuel the insurgency in Baluchistan and could 
stir trouble elsewhere inside Pakistan. At the same time, they doubted 
that the Soviets would actually invade, since Moscow would fear a U.S. 
military response. Moreover, Shahi believed that the Soviet action 
would stir vocal and widespread opposition, especially in the Muslim 
world, as a blatant violation of the UN Charter. It would be possible, he 
thought, to mount a major diplomatic counterattack against Moscow.*” 

After taking his soundings, Zia decided on the line of action that he 
would consistently follow. Pakistan would oppose the Soviet action 
publicly, would provide shelter for Afghan refugees, would offer pub- 
lic support for the resistance, and would provide clandestine military 
assistance to the insurgents while denying that it was doing so.*? Arif, 
who agreed with Zia, elaborated: “We felt very acutely . . . that if we 
do not react to what happens in Afghanistan it- will be our turn tomor- 
row. Even if we were on a weak wicket, should we wait and let 
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Afghanistan be crushed and then wait for our turn to be crushed or 
should we act now, accept the wrath of the Polar Bear and, at least, if 
we have to go down, go down fighting. We thought this was our moral 
obligation. Better to fight in Afghanistan than let it go down and fight 
in your own country.’** 

In line with Zia’s decision, the Pakistani Foreign Ministry prepared 
a formal reply to the Soviet démarche. Perhaps misled by Zia’s non- 
committal reaction and personal courtesy, the Soviet ambassador was, 
Shahi recalled, so stunned by the stiff tone of the aide-mémoire that he 
at first refused to accept the document as the Pakistani government’s 
official word.®° 

In Washington, the Carter administration reacted strongly to the 
Soviet action, which the U.S. president believed was a major and qual- 
itative change in Russian behavior. The United States embargoed wheat 
sales, boycotted the Olympic games scheduled to be held in Moscow in 
the summer of 1980, and withdrew the second Strategic Arms Limita- 
tion Treaty from consideration by the Senate. Bolstering Pakistan’s 
security was an important element of the American response. In a 
January 4, 1980, speech dealing with Afghanistan, President Carter 
stated, “We will provide military equipment, food and other assistance 
to help Pakistan defend its independence and national security against 
the seriously increased threat from the north.’®° 

After the president’s phone call to Zia, the administration moved to 
flesh out the offer of support. In the State Department, Assistant Secre- 
tary for the Near East and South Asia Harold H. Saunders reviewed pos- 
sible help in a memorandum sent on New Years Day 1980 to Secretary 
of State Vance, proposing a budget request to Congress for $150 mil- 
lion in aid and credits for Pakistan, consideration of debt relief—which 
Islamabad wanted—and a waiver of the legislation barring economic 
and military aid because of the nuclear program. Even though Saunders 
commented that the Pakistanis would find this “an inadequate basis for 
a closer, more supportive relationship,” the assistant secretary argued 
for “caution” because of the expected negative Indian reaction to U.S. 
provision to Pakistan of high-performance aircraft, such as the potent 
F-16 fighter-bomber, or tanks “which the Pakistanis want and will try 
to make our response the litmus test of our resolve.”*’ Apart from con- 
cer about the Indians, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for South 
Asia Jane Coon and Thornton recalled that budgetary restraints deterred 
administration planners from proposing higher levels of assistance.*® 
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Well aware of his vastly improved bargaining position, President Zia 
proved reluctant to agree to vague promises and wanted to know specif- 
ically what Washington had in mind. Reflecting bruised feelings about 
his dealings with the Americans, Zia told journalists, “We have had 
bitter experiences with U.S. aid in the past.”®’ Pakistan’s president re- 
buffed an initiative to send Warren Christopher to Islamabad and in- 
stead proposed that Shahi, who would be attending the UN General 
Assembly’s special session on Afghanistan, visit Washington. In the 
UN debate, where the Soviets found themselves on the defensive, 
Pakistan took a leading role in organizing Muslim countries and other 
members of the NAM. In the end, the General Assembly condemned 
the Soviet action by an overwhelming 104-18 vote with 14 abstentions. 
Apart from the communist bloc, the only major country not to vote 
against the Soviets was India. 

Before the Pakistani diplomat arrived in Washington, U.S. officials 
accurately recognized Pakistan’s key concern: “Whether the credibility 
and magnitude of U.S. support is sufficient to offset the real danger of 
Soviet intimidation as well as the potential damage of close association 
with the U.S. to their nonaligned and Islamic credentials.””’ In discus- 
sions with Hummel in Islamabad, Shahi had signaled that his country 
wanted to strengthen U.S. security guarantees by replacing the 1959 
executive agreement with a formal treaty, as well as a substantial 
economic and military aid program.”! 

The U.S. approach, which was spelled out during Shahi’s two meet- 
ings with Vance and a White House session with President Carter, had 
four principal points: 


1. To make “the costs to the Soviet Union of [the Afghan] operation 
high enough so that Soviet leaders will be deterred from thoughts 
of similar adventures in the future”; 

2. To maintain in place the 1959 executive agreement which “pro- 
vides a sound basis” for “cooperating against the threat from the 
north” (Although Vance rejected a treaty, he was willing to seek 
a congressional vote affirming the 1959 agreement); 

3. To offer Pakistan $400 miilion of military and economic aid over 
the coming two years (President Carter, however, specifically 
turned down providing advanced F-16 aircraft, which the Pak- 
istanis had requested); and 
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4. To maintain U.S. concerns about Pakistan’s nuclear program even 
though the administration planned to seek authority from Con- 
gress to waive sanctions. (Willingness to resume assistance 
“should not be construed,” Vance’s brief declared, “to mean any 
lessening of the importance the U.S. attaches to nuclear non- 
proliferation.”)”” 


Only on the first point—making the Soviets pay as a high a price as 
possible—was there a real meeting of the minds. On the question of 
security guarantees, Shahi accepted that a vote by Congress approving 
the 1959 agreement would mark a step forward, even if it was not as 
good as a treaty commitment. But he found the U.S. position inade- 
quate with regard to both assistance and the nuclear question. 


‘“‘Peanuts!”’ 


The fact that details of the U.S. aid offer soon appeared in the press, 
along with the implication that Pakistan would accept, irritated Zia, 
who was still making up his mind. During a January 13, 1980, press 
conference, the Pakistani leader insisted that Washington was going to 
have to “prove its credibility and durability” as an ally before Pakistan 
accepted U.S. aid.”* The next day, on January 14, 1980, the State De- 
partment nonetheless released specifics of the assistance package, 
emphasizing that $400 million would be the U.S. share of a broader 
international effort to bolster Pakistan’s security.” 

Annoyed at having his hand forced and dissatisfied with the aid 
offer, Zia dismissed the proposal as “peanuts” when he talked with 
journalists on January 18, 1980. “I have not heard it officially,” he said, 
“but if it is true what has been in the press then it is terribly disap- 
pointing. Pakistan will not buy its security for $400 million.” This 
amount, Zia continued, “will buy greater animosity from the Soviet 
Union which is now much more influential in this region than the 
United States.””” A few days later, Shahi phrased the rejection more 
diplomatically, telling the Washington Post, “The assistance must be 
commensurate with the size of the threat.””° 

Although Brzezinski, Jimmy Carter’s national security adviser, re- 
called that Zia’s “peanuts” statement irked President Carter, the admin- 
istration proceeded as if it would in time reach agreement with the 
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Pakistanis. The State Department called Zia’s remark ‘“‘a quibble” and 
continued discussions with Congress to obtain additional aid funding 
and necessary waivers of nuclear sanctions.”’ Talking on the television 
news program Meet the Press on January 20, 1980, Carter stated, “We 
have reconfirmed our 1959 commitment to Pakistan. We are committed 
to consult with Pakistan and to take whatever action is necessary— 
under the constitutional guidelines that I have to follow as president of 
our country—to protect the security of Pakistan, involving military 
force if necessary.” 

In his State of the Union message three days later, the president 
spelled out the “Carter Doctrine,’ the new policy under which a Soviet 
attack against the Persian Gulf would be regarded as an attack on U.S. 
vital interests. He reaffirmed the security commitment to Pakistan, 
declaring, “The United States will take action—consistent with our 
laws—to assist Pakistan resist any outside aggression.” 

Not accepting “peanuts” as the final answer, but not greatly increas- 
ing the aid offer, Brzezinski and Christopher flew to Islamabad in the 
hope of obtaining a “yes” from Zia. Originally, Christopher was to lead 
the mission, but Brzezinski joined the party to underscore Carter’s 
desire for an agreement. In assessing the chances, State Department 
officials thought that ultimately “Pakistan, after complaining and with 
continuing reservations, will accept our assistance.” They believed the 
language in the State of the Union message would “help allay Pakistani 
concerns regarding the depth of our resolve and the durability of our 
commitment.”’?” 

But the talks in Pakistan, which included an emotionally charged 
and much-publicized visit by Brzezinski to the Khyber Pass, where he 
was photographed peering down the sights of a Kalashnikov AK-47 
automatic weapon, failed. When the discussions began, Brzezinski 
tried to flatter Zia, saying “I see you are a Pole not a Czech” (a refer- 
ence that Zia may or may not have understood).'°' After the discussion 
got down to specifics, the Pakistanis were disappointed to learn that the 
U.S. aid offer was only slightly more forthcoming—Brzezinski sug- 
gested that the two-year figure could be “close to $500 million.”!°? Nor 
were their concerns allayed by the U.S. team’s explanation that the two- 
year program was only a first installment and that more would be avail- 
able in later years.'°° 

The Pakistanis were also were put off by Brzezinski’s deference to 
Christopher, who in his dry, lawyer-like manner argued that an executive 
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agreement would provide as good a security commitment as a treaty, 
which he admitted Congress would not be willing to approve. In Pak- 
istani eyes, the stress that the American visitors placed on speedy ac- 
tion because of congressional budget deadlines hardly improved mat- 
ters. Perhaps most important, however, was the U.S. unwillingness to 
extend the security commitment to an attack by India.'™* 

At the end of the first day of talks, after Zia and his advisers con- 
cluded that the U.S. position was not good enough, the Pakistani pres- 
ident telephoned Carter to say that the discussions had failed to bridge 
the gap between the two sides.'” The visiting Americans, even experi- 
enced South Asia hands Coon and Thornton, were surprised and puz- 
zled by Zia’s rebuff.'°° 

Despite the fact that Washington tried to put on the best face, the 
turndown marked an embarrassing diplomatic setback. When the ad- 
ministration continued discussions with Congress regarding the aid 
package, the Pakistanis went public in their rejection of the U.S. offer. 
In a March 5, 1980, speech, Shahi declared that his country was not 
interested in the $400 million proposal and “specifically disassociated 
itself from any U.S. initiatives to introduce the relevant legislation in the 
U.S. Congress.”'°” Driving the final nail into the coffin, Shahi added, “It 
was felt on our side that acceptance of the U.S. offer, unless substan- 
tially modified, would detract from rather than enhance our security.”’°® 
At the same time, both Zia and Shahi declared that even though 
Pakistan was no longer seeking military aid from the United States, it 
was interested in economic assistance and especially in debt relief.” 

After the United States pressed other nations, with some success, to 
increase their help for Pakistan as a “central element” in the West’s 
response to the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan, the absence of a U.S. 
aid program was awkward, to put it mildly. Trying to make the best of 
the situation, the Carter administration supported a generous debt- 
rescheduling package, even though the action ran counter to traditional 
Gs: ae to agree to rescheduling only in the event of imminent 
default."! 


Covert Cooperation 


Things were not entirely negative, however. Despite the lack of agree- 
ment on military and economic aid, intelligence cooperation on 
Afghanistan between the CIA and the ISI expanded. Just four days after 
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the Soviet intervention, on December 29, 1979, J immy Carter approved 
a broader covert action program that instructed the CIA to provide 
military weapons and ammunition in addition to nonlethal Supplies and 
support for the Afghan anticommunist resistance fighters, who soon be- 
came widely known as mujahideen, or freedom fighters.''' Brzezinski 
discussed the idea of a larger covert effort with Zia when he visited 
Islamabad in February 1980 and then persuaded the Saudis to match 
the U.S. contribution to the insurgency dollar for dollar, !!” 

Although still modest in size compared with the program of the later 
1980s, covert assistance for Afghanistan “expanded to include all 
levels of military support for the mujahideen.”!!* The operational 
ground rules worked out at this time continued during the Reagan pres- 
idency. At Pakistan’s insistence, the CIA funneled all aid through the 
ISI, which in turn handed over supplies to the Afghans. In order to 
strengthen its control over the mujahideen, the ISI limited the distribu- 
tion of arms and other aid to “recognized” resistance groups, most of 
which were headquartered in the Pakistani city of Peshawar, an hour’s 
drive from the Khyber Pass and the border with Afghanistan. The 
Pakistanis further insisted that the CIA not deal directly with the mu- 
jahideen, but only through the ISI. This, the Pakistanis felt, would 
further improve their control and also prevent the CIA from establish- 
ing a large and quasi-independent presence in Pakistan. 

In order to maintain “plausible deniability”—to make it difficult for 
the Soviets to show tangible evidence of U.S. involvement—the CIA 
supplied only types of weapons and equipment that were also used by 
the Soviets or their East European satellite countries, or items, such as 
World War I—vintage Lee-Enfield rifles, that were commonly available 
in Afghanistan. No arms or equipment made in the United States or 
typically associated with the West were provided to the mujahideen.''* 

When commenting publicly about reports of aid to the resistance, the 
Pakistanis followed a disciplined approach: they flatly denied that they 
were providing military supplies to the Afghan fighters or serving as a 
staging area or a channel for other countries to provide equipment. For 
example, Shahi declared in a March 5, 1980, speech, “Let it be stated 
categorically that Pakistan is determined not to allow itself to become 
_ a conduit for the flow of arms into Afghanistan.”!'> Pakistan main- 
tained that its help was limited to food and shelter for Afghan refugees 
but did not deny that it politically supported the resistance. If queried 
about the source of the mujahideen’s arms, Pakistani sources and the 
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insurgents themselves claimed that they captured the weapons from the 
notoriously feckless Afghan army. 

After the start of the Soviet military intervention, Afghan nationalist 
sentiment and the cry of “Islam in danger’ provided fertile ground for 
armed resistance. Efforts by the Kabul regime to modernize and secu- 
larize Afghan society along communist lines and to reduce the role of 
traditional Islam had already sparked substantial opposition, especially 
in deeply religious and conservative rural areas. By the end of January 
1980, an estimated four hundred thousand Afghans had fled to Pak- 
istan, and the number of refugees was rapidly increasing: it would 
eventually reach three million people. Given the high level of motiva- 
tion, the Afghan warrior tradition, and the virtually open frontier be- 
tween Afghanistan and Pakistan, it was relatively easy to recruit fight- 
ers for the resistance from the burgeoning refugee camps located close 
to the border in the Northwest Frontier Province and Baluchistan. 

Nevertheless, in 1980, few Americans or Pakistanis thought that the 
Afghans would be able to mount an insurgency capable of holding 
Soviet forces at bay. U.S. Soviet specialists, in particular, believed the 
Russians would be able to contain the resistance movement. Officials 
with direct experience in Afghanistan had a higher opinion of the 
capability of the resistance, however, and felt that it might make life 
difficult for the Soviets.''® 


Zia Welcomed at the White House 


During 1980, Jimmy Carter’s final year in office, the Iran hostage crisis 
consumed the White House, the State Department, and the American 
public. The embarrassing failure of a hostage-rescue mission in April 
1980 strengthened the world’s impression of declining U.S. power. As 
part of the Carter administration’s effort to counter this perception, 
Washington continued to seek a broader security relationship with 
Pakistan to buttress covert CIA-ISI ties. 

On October 3, 1980, after Zia attended the UN General Assembly in 
New York, Carter invited him to the White House. Their meeting began 
with a review of Zia’s unsuccessful efforts, on behalf of the Organiza- 
tion of Islamic Conference, to end the Iran-Iraq War, which had begun 
in mid-1980. Discussion then turned to other subjects, including 
Afghanistan.'!’ 
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Smiles despite “peanuts”: Presidents Jimmy Carter and Mohammed Zia ul-Haq at the 
White House, October 1980. (Courtesy of the Jimmy Carter Library.) 


Having concluded by then that Republican challenger Ronald 
Reagan would win the upcoming presidential election, the Pakistanis 
decided that they would not take the initiative in bringing up the 
question of security assistance. If Carter won, they reasoned that any 
offer that he had previously made would remain on the table. If Reagan 
were the victor—as the Pakistanis expected—any proposal made by 
Carter would be meaningless. In fact, in preparing for the meeting, 
Carter, overriding the State Department, had decided to reverse his 
position on the F-16s and to offer the aircraft to Zia. 

As the time allotted for the session was about to run out and as Zia 
had said nothing about security assistance, Carter brought up the 
subject. When he informed Zia and Arif (who was present, as was 
Brzezinski), of his willingness to include the high-performance F-16s 
in an arms aid package,''® Zia casually replied that the matter could 
wait, since Carter was undoubtedly extremely busy with the presiden- 
tial campaign.'!” 
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As he walked out of the White House, Pakistan’s military dictator 
could feel great satisfaction. Since Moscow’s intervention in Afghan- 
istan, Zia was no longer a near-pariah because of his human rights 
record, his nuclear policies, and the execution of Bhutto. Instead, Zia 
found himself courted by the Americans, the West Europeans, and the 
Arabs, not to speak of Pakistan’s Chinese friends, as a bulwark against 
the Soviet threat. Pven though Washington and Islamabad had been 
unable to work out a mutually satisfactory security and economic aid 
package, Zia could look forward to brighter days in dealing with the: 
United States after Ronald Reagan defeated Jimmy Carter in the 
November 1980 presidential elections. 


10 


Reagan: Partners Again 


Ronald Reagan took the oath of office on the steps of the U.S. Capitol 
on January 21, 1981, a cold but clear winter day in Washington. The in- 
coming president had promised higher defense expenditures and a 
more vigorous foreign policy in response to Soviet advances in the 
Third World. High on the new administration’s national security agenda 
was forging a closer relationship with Pakistan. Regarding the former 
ally as a potentially key partner in opposing the Soviet military pres- 
ence in Afghanistan, Reagan and his top foreign policy aides, Secretary 
of State Alexander Haig, Director of Central Intelligence William 
Casey, and Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger, believed that Pak- 
istan deserved far more U.S. support than Carter had offered. Even be- 
fore taking office, the secretary of state—designate had signaled to the 
Pakistani embassy’s chargé d’affaires, Najmuddin Sheikh, that rela- 
tions were going to improve. “I know we have had problems, but these 
are going to change,” Haig told Sheikh at a diplomatic reception. | 
When Ambassador Arthur Hummel sent the new secretary of state a 
cable urging a greater aid effort, Haig called the envoy back to Wash- 
ington and instructed him to help put together a bigger assistance pro- 
gram.” Avoiding Carter administration missteps, the Reagan team at the 
Departments of State and Defense assembled a $3.2 billion, five-year 
proposal that President Mohammed Zia ul-Haq was unlikely to dismiss 
as “peanuts.” In March 1981, Hummel returned to Islamabad to review 
the package privately with the Pakistani leadership—a contrast to the 
- highly public diplomacy of the year before. As spelled out in a memo- 
randum from Assistant Secretary of State for the Near East and South 
Asia Nicholas Veliotes, the U.S. purpose was straightforward: to “give 
Pakistan confidence in our commitment to its Security and provide us 
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reciprocal benefits in terms of our regional interests.’ In other words, 


Washington was trading military and economic aid for Pakistan’s co- 
operation in opposing the Soviet presence in Afghanistan. 


Establishing A New U.S.-Pakistan Partnership 


Although the Pakistanis responded positively to the package Hummel 
brought back, Agha Shahi, whom Zia had named foreign minister, em- 
phasized his country’s unwillingness to take any step that would un- 
dercut its recently achieved nonaligned status. He stressed to Hummel 
that Pakistan would not grant military bases to the United States, even 
though Washington had not asked for any. Zia was optimistic about 
reaching an agreement, but given Pakistan’s past difficulties with the 
Americans, he wanted to make sure both sides understood exactly what 
the relationship involved. Accordingly, the president instructed Shahi 
and General K. M. Arif, who were heading to Washington for further 
discussions in April 1981, not to get into the details of the assistance 
package until they had reached a satisfactory understanding on the is- 
sues of concern to Pakistan.” 

First came the nuclear problem, which had bedeviled relations dur- 
ing the Carter years. When Shahi and Arif bluntly told Haig that Pak- 
istan would not compromise on its program, the secretary of state re- 
sponded that the issue need not become the centerpiece of the 
U.S.-Pakistan relationship. But, Haig warned the Pakistanis, if Islam- 
abad were to detonate a nuclear device the reaction in the U.S. Con- 
gress would make it difficult to cooperate with Pakistan in the way that 
the Reagan administration hoped.” Deputy Assistant Secretary of State 
Jane Coon, the State Department’s senior South Asia specialist, sensed 
that there was, in effect, a tacit understanding that the Reagan adminis- 
tration could live with Pakistan’s nuclear program as long as Islamabad 
did not explode a bomb.° 

The second issue of concern to the Pakistanis was U.S. policy to- 
ward human rights and the restoration of democracy. Carter adminis- 
tration criticism on both counts had stung the military regime in Is- 
lamabad, which wanted to be sure that the Reagan administration did 
not continue this type of fault-finding. Anf told Haig, “We would not 
like to hear from you the type of government we should have.” The 
secretary of state replied, “General, your internal situation is your 
problem.”’ | 
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Third came the ground rules for U.S. covert assistance to the Afghan 
resistance. The Pakistanis insisted, and the Americans agreed, on main- 
taining the modus operandi established during 1979 and 1980. The 
Central Intelligence Agency would serve as the quartermaster, to sup- 
ply arms, equipment, and munitions for the mujahideen, funneling sup- 
plies through Pakistan’s Inter-Services Intelligence Directorate (ISI). 
The Americans would train Pakistanis in the use of weapons and equip- 
ment, and the ISI, in turn, would instruct the Afghan resistance fight- 
ers. The CIA reconfirmed its earlier agreement not to deal directly with 
the mujahideen, but to arrange all contacts through the ISI.® 

The fourth issue related to U.S. security assurances to Pakistan. Al- 
though Zia had sought a treaty commitment from Carter, he did not 
press for this in 1981. “When Reagan came in,” Arif explained, “we 
found a dramatic change in the U.S. attitude toward our region, [and to- 
ward] the ‘polar bear’ and the ‘Evil Empire.’”’ Given the altered at- 
mosphere, the Pakistanis no longer felt it necessary to seek a security 
guarantee beyond what was already embodied in the 1959 bilateral 
agreement: a pledge of U.S. help against a: communist attack. 

After the talks, a smiling Shahi told the press, “I believe we have 
moved forward in developing a Pakistan-American friendship on a 
durable basis.’!° The foreign minister added, “The previous Carter ad- 
ministration offer did not carry for us credibility in a U.S.-Pakistan re- 
lationship commensurate . . . [with] what we considered to be the 
magnitude of the threat."! Although protracted, and at times difficult, 
negotiations were needed to reach full agreement on the aid package, 
Pakistan was basically happy with what that the Reagan administration 
had proposed, a $3.2 billion, multi-year commitment equally divided 
between economic and military assistance. 

In mid-1981, Haig’s close aide, State Department Counselor, Robert 
“Bud” McFarlane, traveled to Islamabad. Zia surprised the American 
visitor and upset Shahi by querying, “Why don’t you ask us to grant 
bases?” Taken aback, McFarlane responded that it would be “incon- 
ceivable” for the United States to seek military bases in Pakistan.’* 
Although the foreign minister did not know if Zia was serious— 
Pakistan’s president had a habit of making offhand offers to Americans 
~ and then not following up—his remarks agitated Shahi. 

The veteran diplomat feared that"Zia and his fellow generals would 
be willing to jettison Pakistan’s nonaligned status for a revived alliance 
with Washington. Indeed, at Shahi’s insistence, the arms package was 
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modified to substitute commercial loan rates for concessional financing 
terms. The latter, the foreign minister argued, were given only to U.S. 
allies.'° Although his point was off the mark, the Americans went along 
with the request, offsetting the higher financing cost for arms by in- 
creasing the amount of concessional lending in the economic assistance 
package. In addition to his concern about Zia’s views, the foreign min- 
ister sensed that U.S. officials were ill at ease in working with him after 
chronic friction and prickly dealings during the Carter administration. 
This was indeed the case.'* 


F-16s and the Nuclear Issue 


Despite reaching overall agreement on the new relationship, all was not 
smooth sailing. Problems developed over the inclusion of forty F-16 
fighter-bombers in the military aid package. Before 1981, the United 
States had agreed to supply the state-of-the-art, nuclear-capable F-16 
only to NATO allies and Japan. The high-performance aircraft was still 
in the initial production phase, with projected deliveries to U.S. forces 
not yet completed. As a result, both the U.S. Air Force and the Office 
of Management and Budget were unhappy about Pakistan’s receiving 
the F-16s and tried to remove them from the arms package. In the end, 
however, the Reagan administration decided to go ahead with the deal, 
since the Pakistanis had made clear they regarded the F-16 transaction 
as “a test of American earnest[ness].”!° 

Further trouble arose over delivery dates and avionics. Tough bar- 
gaining in Washington and a hurried visit to Islamabad by Undersecre- 
tary of State for Security Affairs James Buckley were required before 
the agreement could be announced on September 14, 1981.'° By jug- 
gling schedules for other recipients, Washington arranged for Pakistan 
to receive its first F-16 in twelve rather than the forty-three months ear- 
lier proposed. The Pentagon also agreed to equip the fighter-bombers 
with more advanced avionics after the Pakistanis balked at the initial 
proposal. Zia and his colleagues knew they had a strong bargaining 
position, hung tough, and, in the end, got what they wanted.'’ 

Some U.S. officials, including Ambassador Ronald Spiers, who suc- 
ceeded Hummel as U.S. ambassador in Islamabad in late 1981, regarded 
the F-16s as “an unnecessary luxury.’ Spiers believed the Pakistanis 
were unwise to allot such a large share of security aid for the fighter- 
bomber.'® According to General Arif, Islamabad had two principal 
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reasons for pressing for the F-16s. First, the Pakistani military had con- 
cluded that the army could absorb the entire aid package and still not 
remedy major equipment deficiencies. But by using the bulk of the 
funds to acquire forty F-16s, the Pakistani air force could gain a capa- 
bility that would last a generation and “give us a slight edge over India 
and what forces there are in Afghanistan.” 

The second reason, Arif emphasized, was psychological. The F-16s 
would “signal to the people of Pakistan that we have done something to 
improve our defense capability” and could “give a damn good fight” 
against the Soviets.'? Spiers agreed that the F-16s provided a great 
boost for Pakistani morale. “The acquisition of the aircraft,” the U.S. 
envoy commented, “became a symbol of national virility. The whole 
issue caught the imagination of the Pakistani public.’~° 

Nor did the nuclear issue go away on Capitol Hill, where nonprolif- 
eration supporters were strong. Only after a difficult fight, the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee, on May 13, 1981, voted 10-7 to approve 
a six-year waiver for the sanctions that barred assistance to Pakistan. 
Although congressional authorization of the multiyear package seemed 
assured, the process of navigating the legislative hurdles would delay 
approval until the end of the year. To emphasize congressional concern 
about nonproliferation, Representative Stephen Solarz (D-N.Y.) gained 
acceptance of an amendment that would cut off aid to any country that 
exploded a nuclear device.*! When the Senate approved a similar 
amendment, the “tacit” understanding about Pakistan’s not testing be- 
came a legal requirement for U.S. aid. 

For its part, the Reagan administration was openly skeptical about the 
effectiveness of sanctions in deterring Pakistan from the nuclear path. 
Testifying before the House Foreign Affairs Committee, Deputy Assis- 
tant Secretary Coon declared in April 1981, ““We certainly cannot claim 
. . . [that sanctions] have been successful. . . . [O]ur interests would 
be better served by addressing the underlying security concerns of coun- 
tries such as Pakistan and by developing more useful and cooperative 
relations which could engage us with them in a positive fashion.””” 

Undersecretary of State Buckley similarly stressed the positive im- 
pact of arms aid in responding to a New York Times op-ed broadside by 
Carnegie Endowment Asia specialist Selig Harrison, a frequent critic of 
Reagan's South Asia policy. In his August 5, 1981, letter to the editor, 
Buckley stated that the administration hoped to address “the underly- 
ing sources of insecurity that prompt a nation like Pakistan to seek a 
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nuclear capability in the first place” through the supply of conventional 
arms.” ae 

At this stage, U.S. intelligence on Pakistan’s progress toward th 
bomb remained “rudimentary,” according to Spiers. “It was very clear 
that there was a group in Pakistan that was working towards the devel- 
opment of a nuclear capability,” the envoy stated, “but we didn’t know 
how far it had advanced.” Apart from a lack of concrete evidence about 
where the Pakistani nuclear program stood, Spiers also believed that 
‘the U.S. assessment in the early 1980s was influenced by skepticism 
“that the Pak[istanis] could actually achieve the capability.””* 


The Covert War 


From the day William Casey walked into CIA headquarters in Langley, 
Virginia, he enthusiastically supported the covert war in Afghanistan. A 
veteran of the Office of Strategic Services, the World War II predeces- 
sor of the CIA, Casey had become wealthy on Wall Street, held senior 
economic posts during the Nixon and Ford administrations, and, in the 
1980 election, served as national campaign manager for the victorious 
Ronald Reagan. His reward was to become America’s spymaster. The | 
new CIA director had direct access to the president, who, in an un- 
precedented move, appointed Casey a full member of the cabinet, giv- 
ing the CIA chief an important voice in national security policy. 

Support for the Afghan insurgency, for Casey, Alexander Haig, and 
others at the top levels of the administration, was a key part of what 
came to be known as the “Reagan Doctrine”—the strategy of con- 
fronting and trying to reverse the rising Soviet tide in Afghanistan, Cen- 
tral America, Africa, and elsewhere in the Third World. For his part, 
Spiers believed that it was important that the Soviets not conclude that 
they could intervene as they had in Afghanistan without paying a sub- 
stantial price.’ At the working level at the CIA, helping the Afghan re- 
sistance had a narrower purpose: “The aim of the program was to cause 
pain. It was revenge after the series of U.S. defeats in Vietnam, Angola, 
the Horn of Africa, etc. It was payback time,” a senior U.S. intelligence 
officer stated.*° 

In line with Casey’s desire to increase the pressure on the Soviets, 
his instructions in late 1981 to the newly assigned Islamabad chief of 
station were to do everything possible “to grow the war.’ Accordingly, 
the CIA officer regularly urged Lt. Gen. Akhtar Rahman Khan, the 
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director-general of the ISI, to agree to increase the amount of arms and 
equipment supplied to the mujahideen.*’ When Akhtar, who routinely 
sought Zia’s approval on all significant issues relating to Afghanistan, 
raised the question, Pakistan’s president responded that he too wanted 
to keep the pressure on the Soviets but felt it was essential to “calibrate” 
the level of pressure carefully in order not to provoke major Soviet retal- 
lation. Zia would add that he wanted “to keep the pot boiling, but not 
have it boil over.’”® 

In early 1982, Casey paid his first visit to Islamabad; he would re- 
turn there regularly until the onset of his fatal illness in late 1986. Zia 
and Casey turned out to be soul mates, sharing a strong anticommunism 
and a common perception of an aggressive Soviet Union that should be 
countered as forcefully as feasible.*? Zia gave Casey—as he did most 
senior American visitors—his “red template” briefing. On a map of 
central Asia, the Pakistani leader would place a triangular red template 
covering much of southern Afghanistan. The tip of the template lay at 
the junction of Afghanistan, Iran, and Pakistan in Baluchistan and 
pointed directly at the Arabian Sea, some 350 miles away. This brief- 
ing graphically suggested that the driving force behind Moscow’s strat- 
egy in Afghanistan was the “traditional” Russian push southward to- 
ward the Arabian Sea.*? An adroit manipulator, Zia knew how to appeal 
to the anti-Soviet predilections of his American visitors. 

The covert program did not immediately expand after the Reagan 
administration took office, but grew gradually as the mujahideen’s abil- 
ity to absorb weapons increased and their operational capability im- 
proved. At the time, the CIA spent about $30 million annually on the 
program. Saudi Arabia, where Casey regularly stopped after his visits 
to Pakistan, contributed an equal sum. Other countries provided smaller 
amounts of aid. A complex CIA logistics operation arranged for clan- 
destine procurement of Soviet-type weapons and ammunition from 
Fast European countries and elsewhere, for equipment purchases from 
China, and even for the manufacture of weapons in ordnance factories 
that the Soviets had set up in Egypt before President Anwar Sadat broke 
off the two countries’ close relationship in 1971. 

Most of the supplies arrived by sea at the port of Karachi, where the 
ISI took possession from the CIA. The bulk was then transported by rail 
to northern Pakistan to a military supply depot called Ojiri Camp, lo- 
cated near the Rawalpindi-Islamabad airport. At Ojiri, the ISI broke 
down the shipments into smaller lots for onward movement by truck to 
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mini-depots near Peshawar. A small share of the items arriving in 
Karachi was sent by rail to another logistics depot near Quetta in 
Baluchistan. 

The ISI distributed the supplies among the “recognized” guerrilla 
groups. Originally, these numbered about forty, but in 1982, in order to 
strengthen Pakistani control, the ISI forced the mujahideen to consoli- 
date into seven resistance groups, all headquartered in Peshawar. Rep- 
resentatives of these factions transported the supplies, often by mule 
caravan, over the mountains into Afghanistan, where they eventually 
reached the fighters.”’ 

Contrary to the general impression, the CIA did not maintain a large 
permanent staff in Pakistan for the Afghan program. At first, the station 
chief managed the effort alone. Later, one assistant was added. Nu- 
merous specialists, however, were assigned on a temporary basis to 
instruct Pakistani trainers in the use of the equipment, to address logis- 
tics problems, and to provide intelligence to help the ISI in planning 
mujahideen operations inside Afghanistan. Sophisticated technical 
collection systems—satellite photography and communication inter- 
cepts—gave U.S. intelligence agencies a good grasp of Soviet opera- 
tions and tactics in Afghanistan and, to a lesser extent, an ability to 
track resistance activities.” 

Initially, Pakistan and the United States were largely successful in 
keeping the covert program out of the public domain. After the Shahi 
visit to Washington in April 1981, for example, the Washington Post 
reported that there were “no signs that Pakistan is prepared to take on 
the role as conduit for increased U.S. and Western military aid to rebel 
forces fighting in Afghanistan.”*’ Discussing the issue in May 1981, 
the foreign minister told the press that the United States understood 
Pakistan’s “policy of refusing to act as a conduit for arms” for rebels in 
Afghanistan and had not pressed him on this point.” 


Afghanistan Negotiations Start; Yaqub Replaces Shahi 


In the United Nations, Pakistan rather than the United States took the 
lead in successfully mobilizing support on the Afghan issue, especially 
among Muslim and nonaligned countries. The Pakistani leadership on 
this issue prevented the question from being considered solely in the 
framework of the Cold War. One hundred four countries voted in 
favor of the resolution condemning the invasion of Afghanistan in the 
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January 1980 special session. The number rose to 111 in the regular 
General Assembly gathering in the fall of 1980. A year later, in 1981, 
the resolution garnered the support of 116 states. Again it was the Pak- 
istanis, with Shahi playing a leading role, who urged UN Secretary- 
General Kurt Waldheim to initiate peace talks. Despite a lack of interest 
in Moscow and Kabul, indifference in Washington, and difficulties in 
engaging the revolutionary Iranian authorities, a process got under way 
that culminated seven years later in the Geneva accords of April 1988.°° 

Javier Pérez de Cuellar initially headed the UN negotiating team. 
After Pérez de Cuellar’s election as UN secretary-general in 1982, 
Diego Cordovez, an ebullient Ecuadoran diplomat, became the head of 
the UN Afghanistan negotiators. Shuttling back and forth between 
Moscow, Kabul, Islamabad, and Tehran, Cordovez was able to establish 
a modus operandi that permitted a first round of talks in Geneva in June 
1982. As Pakistan refused to recognize the legitimacy of the Babrak 
Karmal regime in Kabul, he met separately with the Pakistani and 
Afghan delegations in “proximity” talks. Cordovez traveled to Moscow 
and Tehran to keep the Soviets and Iranians informed about the 
progress of these discussions. 

For its part, Moscow stressed that the withdrawal of the Soviet army 
was not negotiable and that the sole issue was how to end “outside in- 
terference” in Afghanistan, as covert help to the resistance movement 
was euphemistically described. At this stage, the United States did not 
participate in the Geneva talks and relied on briefings by the Pakistanis 
and Cordovez to stay abreast. The seven mujahideen groups in Pe- 
shawar also had no direct role and showed great antipathy toward the 
negotiations. While their communist enemies met with Cordovez, the 
mujahideen had to rely on the Pakistanis to represent their interests. 

In February 1982, Shahi decided to retire as foreign minister, citing 
medical problems. Although these were genuine enough, the veteran 
Pakistani diplomat basically felt out of tune with Zia. The foreign min- 
ister supported Pakistan’s Afghan policy and the re-establishment of 
security ties with the United States but had more faith than the presi- 
dent in diplomacy as a means for reaching an Afghan settlement. He 
also remained uneasy that Zia and his fellow generals would undercut 
_Pakistan’s nonaligned status by getting too close to the Americans.*° 

To replace Shahi as foreign minister, Zia appointed Sahibzada Yaqub 
Khan, a retired lieutenant general, who had gained an excellent reputa- 
tion as ambassador to France, the United States, and the Soviet Union 
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during the 1970s. Yaqub’s military career had ended abruptly in March 
1971 when he resigned as governor of East Pakistan in opposition to 
Yahya Khan’s proposed crackdown on the Awami League. Although 
this action ran counter to the Pakistani army’s tradition of rigid disci- 
pline, Zia, who at one point had worked for Yaqub, valued his keen in- 
tellect, grasp for geopolitical issues, and considerable access to inter- 
national leaders (acquired in the course of his diplomatic assignments). 

The new foreign minister felt comfortable in dealing with Ameri- 
cans, who in turn were impressed by Yaqub’s ability to analyze com- 
plex foreign policy issues in a highly articulate manner.’ During his 
ambassadorial tour in the United States, he had also won much praise 
for his role in helping to defuse a dangerous March 1977 hostage crisis 
in Washington involving Afro-American Muslim extremists. Yaqub had 
less faith than Shahi in the utility of multilateral organizations, such as 
the nonaligned movement or the United Nations, as vehicles to further 
Pakistan’s national interests. He believed that after Pakistan had com- 
mitted itself to overt and covert opposition to the Soviet superpower in 
Afghanistan, his nation’s security depended on strengthened ties with 
Washington.”® 

After Yaqub became foreign minister, Zia established a high-level 
“cell” to coordinate Pakistan’s tricky balancing act in Afghanistan. 
Apart from the president, regular members included Yaqub, Finance 
Minister Ghulam Ishaq Khan, ISI chief Akhtar Rahman Khan, top Zia 
aide Gen. Arif, and Foreign Secretary Niaz Naik. Others took part in 
deliberations, depending on the topic under discussion. Predictably, the 
main policy difference related to the proper mix of diplomacy and force 
and was between the foreign ministry and the ISI. Zia would sometimes 
support Yaqub and, on other occasions, would back Akhtar Rahman. 
Despite the fact that the president was a dictator, he welcomed frank 
discussion and free give-and-take, even though he reserved the right to 
make the final decision on issues. Until 1986, when Zia began to share 
power with a prime minister, the Afghan cell proved a highly effective 
vehicle for policy coordination.” 

On the U.S. side, there was less coordination on Afghanistan, which 
lay essentially in the hands of the CIA. Casey dealt directly on major 
policy issues with the secretaries of state and defense and the national 
security adviser. Lower echelons at the State Department and the Pen- 
tagon were usually not consulted. In Pakistan, the CIA station chief 
managed the program, keeping Ambassador Spiers and his successors, 
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Deane Hinton and Arnold Raphel, generally informed. Others in the 
embassy were usually not involved. As Richard Murphy, assistant sec- 
retary of state for the Near East and South Asia from 1984 until the 
end of the Reagan administration, put it, “It was CIA’s war, not 
State’s.”*° 


Zia Visits the United States 


By late 1982, the United States and Pakistan appeared to have evolved 
a new and, for the time being, happy partnership. Washington was pro- 
viding Islamabad with $600 million a year in military and economic 
aid—only Israel, Egypt, and Turkey received more assistance. In re- 
turn, the United States was able, with Pakistani cooperation and match- 
ing funds from Saudi Arabia, to fuel the growing resistance against the 
Soviet military presence in Afghanistan. At the same time, the Reagan 
administration hoped that closer security links would influence Pak- 
istan’s leadership to desist from—or at least go slow on—the nuclear 
program. In keeping with the 1981 Shahi-Haig discussions, the United 
States refrained from commenting on Zia’s handling of Pakistan’s 
domestic political scene.*! 

For Pakistan, the renewal of intimate ties with the Americans pro- 
vided a major security and economic boost. The surge of foreign aid 
helped revive a lagging economy and initiated a decade of substantial 
growth. The Pakistani military acquired large amounts of badly needed 
equipment. For Zia personally, the Afghan war meant a new lease on 
life politically, enormously strengthening his previously shaky posi- 
tion. Both Western and Muslim countries applauded the president and 
his country for standing up to the Soviets and for sheltering three 
million refugees who had fled Afghanistan for the Northwest Frontier 
Province and Baluchistan. 

Yet U.S.-Pakistan ties in the 1980s differed from the alliance of the 
late 1950s and early 1960s. During the Afghan war, the Americans 
and the Pakistanis were partners, not allies. Their relationship was a 
marriage of convenience. Still, in contrast to the ultimately conflicting 
motivations of the CENTO-SEATO years, the two countries shared 
a strong common purpose in opposing the Soviet presence in 
Afghanistan. Nevertheless, the Pakistanis had no illusions that the 
United States would support them against India, and U.S. concerns 
about the nuclear issue kept simmering just below the surface. 
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President Ronald Reagan receives President Mohammed Zia ul-Haq at the White 
House, December 1982. (Courtesy of the Ronald Reagan Library.) 


Zia’s December 1982 state visit to the United States reflected the re- 
furbished bilateral relationship. The Reagan administration went out of 
its way to welcome Pakistan’s president and to applaud the role he was 
playing in the Afghan conflict. To counter criticism of harsh handling 
of the political opposition and the lack of a free press, as Howard 
Schaffer, then the deputy assistant secretary of state for South Asia, re- 
called, U.S. officials stressed Zia’s willingness to provide a home for 
several million Afghan refugees despite the considerable burden and 
real danger this posed.** Afghan aircraft periodically bombed areas 
near the border where the mujahideen were active. Terrorist bombs ex- 
ploded frequently in Peshawar and other places where Afghan refugee 
camps were located in the Northwest Frontier Province and Baluchistan. 

On December 6, Zia met with Secretary of State George Shultz, who 
had succeeded Haig in mid-1982. Shultz’s briefing paper recommended 
that he warn Pakistan’s president that “the nuclear weapons program 
could seriously undermine U.S.-Pakistan relations” and that he also 
mention the U.S. interest in improved human rights in Pakistan.*° How 
far the secretary of state followed the brief is unclear, since the report 
of his one-on-one meeting with Zia remains classified. After U.S. and 


268 Reagan: Partners Again 


Pakistani advisers joined the discussion, the secretary expressed the 
hope that the United States and Pakistan would build a bilateral rela- 
tionship that “grows over time and is strong enough to survive dis- 
agreements and problems which inevitably occur.” Replying more real- 
istically if less diplomatically, Zia said that the two countries were a 
“union of unequals” and “incompatible” in terms of culture, geography, 
and national power, even though they had strong common interests. 
When Shultz raised U.S. concerns about increased production and traf- 
ficking of narcotics in Pakistan, Zia was quick to request help in deal- 
ing with the drug problem.“ 

At the White House on December 7, Zia and Reagan met alone for 
twenty minutes in the Oval Office before joining their senior advisers 
in the cabinet room for another hour of talks. In their private session, 
Reagan raised U.S. concerns about the Pakistani nuclear program.” 
(Later in the day, a White House spokesperson declared, “We accept 
that the President of Pakistan is telling us the truth” in assuring Reagan 
that the nuclear program is strictly “for peaceful purposes.”)*° The dis- 
cussion in the cabinet room focused mainly on Soviet prospects and in- 
tentions in Afghanistan and on the recent meetings that Zia, Shultz, and 
Vice President George Bush had had with the new Soviet leader, Yuri 
Andropov, at the funeral of Leonid Brezhnev. When U.S. attorney gen- 
eral William French Smith brought up the increase in narcotics traf- 
ficking, Zia responded, “Pakistan [is] determined to solve this prob- 
lem.” Among other topics covered were the Middle East, Iran, and 
China. When the conversation turned to India, Zia said that he was 
“doing his best” to improve relations but, given close Indo-Soviet ties, 
it would be “impossible to pull India too far from the Soviet network??“” 

Skilled at public relations, an ever-smiling and amiable Zia handled 
himself adroitly on Capitol Hill and with the press during his stay. 
Although Afghanistan was the main focus of questions, Pakistan’s 
president kept his cool in the face of often-hostile queries regarding 
Pakistan’s nuclear program and its human rights record. Meeting with 
members of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, he repeated “very 
emphatically,” according to Senator Charles Mathias (R-Md.), that 
_ Pakistan was not seeking a nuclear weapon. Zia further assured the sen- 
ators that he was moving toward a more democratic System—but gave 
no timetable. At the National Press Club, Pakistan’s president stoutly 
defended his failure to hold elections; before departing for the United 
States he had once more put them off.*® He also rebutted criticism of 
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his human rights record. “We have a constitutional government. It is a 
civilized government. We are not a bunch of clowns,” Zia briskly told 
journalists.” 


No Breakthrough at Geneva 


Despite pessimism about the prospects for the Afghan peace talks, 
Cordovez kept chipping away during 1982. In time, he succeeded in 
gaining agreement on the major elements of an accord: withdrawal of 
Soviet forces, cessation of external support for the resistance, inter- 
national guarantees, and agreed procedures for the return home of 
Afghan refugees. In informal discussions with Soviet diplomats and 
Foreign Minister Yaqub, Cordovez linked the timetable for the with- 
drawal of Soviet troops from Afghanistan—Pakistan’s key demand— 
with a Pakistani pledge to end “outside interference’”—the Soviet 
Union’s key wish.” 

As 1983 began, a somewhat more positive tone from Soviet Com- 
munist Party general secretary Yuri Andropov appeared to brighten the 
prospects for an agreement.”' A good meeting with Andropov”’ and a 
further round of talks in Geneva led Cordovez to speak, with typical 
optimism, about “substantial progress. . . in all areas”? On May 11, 
1983, he painted an even rosier picture, telling the press that a settle- 
ment was “95 per cent ready’”* Although Yaqub and Zia were more 
cautious, they too spoke of “signs” that Moscow might be willing to 
withdraw Soviet forces and to install a government in Kabul less ob- 
jectionable to Pakistan and to the Afghan resistance.” 

Cordovez visited Washington on February 22, 1983, and, after 
prompting by Ambassador Spiers, was cordially received by top State 
Department officials. Although the Americans continued to be skepti- 
cal about the outlook for the Geneva negotiations, they were willing to 
give Cordovez a chance. Undersecretary of State for Political Affairs 
Lawrence Eagleburger insisted that the United States was not trying “to 
bleed” the Soviets and wanted an accord that genuinely resulted in 
Afghan self-determination. As a sign of support for the Geneva talks, 
Secretary Shultz wrote Soviet foreign minister Andrei Gromyko to 
endorse Cordovez’s efforts.”° 

Despite the fact that U.S. officials did not believe that the Soviets 
were prepared to withdraw from Afghanistan—except on their own 
terms—conservative supporters of the mujahideen on Capitol Hill 
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worried about a “UN sellout” and campaigned for increased U.S. covert 
assistance for the resistance. Indeed, the Afghan cause, by this time, 
had won widespread support across the U.S. political spectrum. The 
story of the ragtag resistance standing up to the powerful Red Army in 
defense of its homeland caught the American public’s imagination. In 
the Senate, liberal Paul Tsongas (D-Mass.) headed a large congres- 
sional caucus that pressed the Reagan administration to boost funding 
for the mujahideen. 

Their supporters need not have worried. When Yaqub traveled to 
Moscow in June 1983 to test the waters before the next round of talks 
at Geneva, the dour Gromyko dashed any prospects for an early settle- 
ment. The Soviet foreign minister reverted to the previous Kremlin line 
that the Red Army had entered Afghanistan in response to the Kabul 
government's request and that its departure was not a subject for nego- 
tiation. According to Yaqub, Gromyko stressed that the sole issue at 
Geneva was to arrange for an end to Pakistan’s support for the resis- 
tance, which he compared to lending your house “to bandits to fire on 
the neighbors.”””’ 

The reason for the hardened Soviet position was unclear, according 
to Yaqub. He thought that it was possible that Andropov’s serious ill- 
ness had given hard-liners like Gromyko the chance to reimpose their 
views. Cordovez’s aggressively optimistic tactics may have resulted in 
Moscow’s and Islamabad’s gaining a faulty understanding of each 
other’s positions.°® Some observers, such as journalist and author Selig 
Harrison, regarded the episode as a missed opportunity and blamed the 
setback on pressure from U.S., mujahideen, and ISI hawks.>” Pakistani 
diplomat Riaz Mohammed Khan seems closer to the mark in his ac- 
count of the negotiations: after the Soviets toughened their position in 
the Gromyko-Yaqub talks, “the elusive opportunity [for peace] dis- 
appeared before it had matured” 

Zia was, in any case, less hopeful than Yaqub about the prospects for 
an early agreement on Afghanistan. He periodically said that the nego- 
tiations were going to be a “lamba chakkar” (a long haul). Although 
the Pakistani president did not want to break off the talks, Yaqub 
sensed that he regarded them as a sideshow to the main effort of main- 
taining military pressure on the Soviets.°! During a July 1983 dinner in 
Islamabad for Shultz, who was visiting Pakistan, Akhtar Rahman, who 
normally said little on such occasions, reacted sharply to a suggestion 
by Yaqub that the return of the former Afghan monarch, King Zahir, 
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might facilitate a peace settlement. The ISI chief declared with much 
emotion that the Soviets were never going to leave Afghanistan. When 
Schaffer, who was accompanying Shultz, asked Zia what he thought, 
the president responded, “I think it would be a miracle if they leave 
Afghanistan’ 


Shultz, Weinberger, and Bush Visit Pakistan 


Shultz’s sojourn in Pakistan was far happier than the last visit there by 
a secretary of state had been: Henry Kissinger’s unsuccessful 1976 
effort to convince Bhutto to drop the nuclear program. Shultz praised 
his hosts for providing a home for three million refugees, expressed 
U.S. willingness to continue a large Afghan aid program, and, in a 
lower key, voiced continuing American worries about the nuclear pro- 
gram. In turn, the Pakistanis vowed to maintain the struggle to free 
Afghanistan, thanked the United States for its help, and reiterated that 
they were not seeking a nuclear weapon.°° Assistant Secretary of State 
Veliotes described the Pakistan stop as a “love in”’®* In cables to the 
White House about the visit, Shultz lauded Zia as “a capable and im- 
pressive leader” and described Yaqub as “one of the most impressive 
and articulate foreign ministers now in office.” 

In what would become a ritual for senior U.S. visitors, Shultz trav- 
eled to Peshawar to meet with refugees. “Fellow fighters for freedom, 
we are with you,” the secretary of state told a cheering crowd of 
Afghans.” “George Shultz, who is really a quite emotional person 
despite his stone face, got carried away when he visited the Afghan 
tribals near Peshawar. I thought he was going to grab a gun and run off 
into Afghanistan,” Veliotes commented about the World War II Marine 
veteran.” 

A few months later, in the fall of 1983, Secretary of Defense Caspar 
Weinberger followed in Shultz’s footsteps, conferring with Zia and then 
traveling to Peshawar to hail the refugees. Weinberger told a group of 
applauding Afghan tribals, “I want you to know that you are not alone. 
You will have our support until you regain the freedom that is rightfully 
yours.”°® The defense secretary lauded Pakistan as a key U.S. ally in 
opposing the presumed Soviet push toward the Arabian Sea. “[Pakistan 
has] a strong military, and we’re trying to strengthen it all the more,” 
Weinberger stated. In line with the Reagan administration’s hands-off 
approach regarding Pakistan’s domestic political scene, Weinberger 
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dodged press questions about Zia’s repression of large-scale anti- 
government unrest in the province of Sindh.°” 

In May 1984, Vice President George Bush joined the procession of 
top-level U.S. visitors to Pakistan. “Your visit,’ his State Department 
brief read, “will both symbolize and further solidify the strong rela- 
tionship with Pakistan we have successfully developed over the past 
three years, a major Administration objective and accomplishment.’”” 
Cheering Afghan tribals greeted Bush near Peshawar along what the 
Washington Post called a “well-worn VIP path . . . through the harsh 
hills to the Khyber Pass for a peek across the border into Soviet- 
controlled Afghanistan.’’’ The vice president responded by praising the 
Afghans and “their indomitable spirit of freedom’ which, he declared, 
has “earned the admiration of free men everywhere.””’”* 

Bush and Zia discussed the nuclear issue during lunch in Murree, 
where they had fled the scorching 105-degree heat of Islamabad. 
Pakistan’s president assured the U.S. vice president, as he had other 
Americans, that the nuclear program was strictly peaceful. As long as 
he was head of state, Zia stated, Pakistan would have no intention of 
acquiring a nuclear device. “You have my personal assurance,” the 


Vice President George Bush and President Zia meet in Islamabad, May 1984. (Cour- 
tesy of the George Bush Presidential Library.) 


Reagan: Partners Again 273 


Pakistani leader declared. After thanking Zia for his assurance, Bush 
stressed that exploding a device, violating safeguards, or reprocessing 
plutonium would pose a “very difficult” problem for the Reagan ad- 
ministration. The nuclear question, the vice president emphasized, 
remained a highly sensitive issue in the United States.” 


Deadlock in Afghanistan 


As Americans, especially members of Congress, trooped through 
Islamabad and Peshawar, they regarded the Pakistanis as good people, 
but their heroes were the Afghans who were holding the vaunted Red 
Army to a draw with little more than basic infantry weapons. The “free- 
dom fighters” awed the visitors with their grit and determination. 
Rather like the British in 1940, their message was, “Give us the guns 
and we will do.the job.” A CIA station chief recalled that he never heard 
the tribals, despite heavy casualties and severe suffering, describe their 
situation as “hopeless.” 

By mid-1984, it had become evident that a standoff was developing 
in Afghanistan. According to Veliotes, “We began to see a Vietnam pat- 
tern starting to establish itself. The Russians would take an area, then 
the mujahideen would move back in as soon as they left. . . . Opti- 
mism gradually grew as we saw the staying power of the Afghans and 
saw signs of Russian losses.”’” The CIA chief of station grew increas- 
ingly confident that the Soviets could not succeed in Afghanistan. He 
reached this conclusion not because of the human and matériel losses 
the Soviet military was sustaining, but because “the Afghans were 
bloodthirsty and cruel fighters who simply refused to give up.’”° 

Unless the Soviets significantly increased their military strength 
above the roughly one hundred thousand troops that they maintained in 
Afghanistan, U.S. specialists doubted that they could suppress the 
insurgents. But at the same time, it seemed unrealistic to expect that 
the mujahideen “by themselves can drive the Soviet army out of 
Afghanistan.”’’ The Soviets were able to control urban areas and their 
military bases, and to keep the country’s major transportation routes 
open. The resistance, however, held sway over much of the countryside. 
Despite their splintered and fractious leadership, the mujahideen were 
also able to attack the Red Army almost anywhere. Yaqub summed up 
the situation when he met Shultz in Washington in fall 1984: “The So- 
viet war effort in Afghanistan is marked by ineptitude, incompetence, 
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and erosion of morale. After four and a half years, they have not learned 
how to fight in Afghanistan, and they have not won over the Afghans to 
their side.’ 

Increasingly enthusiastic about the prospects in Afghanistan, CIA 
director Casey was eager to up the ante. He kept pressing his chief of 
station to convince the Pakistanis that the scope of the conflict could be 
expanded without risking major retaliation from the Russians. When 
Casey put this view directly to Zia, the Pakistani leader responded that 
since they did not know what the limit was, they should keep raising the 
heat, but do so carefully.” 

As the temperature rose, combined U.S.-Saudi spending on the 
covert aid program ballooned from $60 million in 1981 to $400 mil- 
lion in 1984. Saudi Arabia continued to cover half the costs, matching 
the U.S. contribution. Unlike controversial covert aid for the contras 
in Nicaragua, congressional budget approval for the Afghan program 
was never a problem. By 1984, a band of enthusiastic Afghan hawks, 
most notably Representatives Charles Wilson (D-Texas) and William 
McCollum (R-Fla.), and Senators Gordon Humphrey (R-N.H.) and 
Orrin Hatch (R-Utah), led a vocal and emotional chorus of congres- 
sional supporters. Their criticism was that the CIA was doing too little, 
not too much. 

Two aspects of Afghan covert aid became especially controversial, 
however. The first was alleged corruption: the charge that ISI personnel 
were diverting a substantial portion of the supplies either for personal 
gain or for official Pakistani uses. CIA officers conceded some misuse 
but claimed that clandestine intelligence sources and other indicators, 
such as black-market prices for weapons, suggested that most supplies 
were reaching the mujahideen.*” Critics scoffed at the CIA’s response 
and similar denials by Pakistani authorities as a whitewash and cover- 
up for substantial fraud. Where the truth lay was not clear. 

More contentious and, in the long run, politically far more signifi- 
cant, was the way in which the Pakistanis parceled out arms and 
equipment to the seven recognized resistance groups.*' The ISI gave by 
far the largest share to fundamentalist factions that wanted Afghanistan 
to become a conservative Islamic state, an approach that echoed Zia’s 
own, only partially successful, effort to impose Islamic norms on Pak- 
istan. The ISI showed special favor to Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, an out- 
spoken and vehemently anti-American Islamic radical with whom 
Pakistan had had a covert relationship since the mid-1970s. 
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The Pakistanis justified their division of the arms pie on the 
grounds that the fundamentalists earned the lion’s share by doing most 
of the fighting in Afghanistan. Given U.S. dependence on the ISI to 
wage the insurgency, CIA officials believed that it was not wise to 
challenge the Pakistanis on this issue. They also felt that the differ- 
ences between the seven groups were overdrawn. As a former CIA 
Pakistan station chief put it, “They were all brutal, fierce, bloodthirsty, 
and basically fundamentalist. There were no Thomas Jeffersons on a 
white horse among the Afghan resistance leaders.’®” 

Sitting in the policy driver’s seat in Washington, the CIA brushed 
aside the views of critics, such as State Department Afghan specialist 
Eliza Van Hollen, who argued that the fact that Islamic extremists re- 
ceived most of the arms resulted in their attracting the bulk of the fight- 
ers. There was also little apparent CIA concern that the ability of the 
fundamentalists to hand out weapons gave them a potent form of polit- 
ical patronage, strengthening their standing and weakening that of 
more moderate Afghan groups.*° 


The Pressler Amendment 


Despite the primacy of the Afghan war in Washington, the nuclear issue 
refused to go away. By early 1984, nonproliferation supporters in Con- 
gress had become deeply worried by intelligence reports increasingly 
at odds with the “peaceful” assurances Zia regularly offered American 
visitors. An April 4, 1984, story in the Urdu-language daily Nawai- 
i-Waqt, quoting nuclear scientist Abdul Qadeer Khan as claiming that 
Pakistan had succeeded in enriching uranium to weapons grade, stirred 
further anxiety.®* In a hard-hitting statement, Senator Alan Cranston 
(D-Calif.) asserted on June 20, 1984, that Pakistan was pressing ahead 
with a program that would soon be capable of producing “several nu- 
clear weapons per year.” Cranston chastised the State Department for 
“obscuring, withholding or downright misrepresenting the facts” about 
the Pakistani nuclear program.® Congressional misgivings increased 
after three Pakistani nationals were indicted in Houston, Texas, in July 
1984 for trying illegally to export equipment useful for a weapons pro- 
gram. The Houston indictment came on the heels of the conviction in 
Canada of two other Pakistanis for seeking illegally to export U.S.-origin 
nuclear-related items.*° 
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As congressional apprehension mounted, the Reagan administration 
felt that a word of warning was called for. Accordingly, the president 
cautioned Zia in a September 12, 1984, letter that there would be “se- 
rious consequences” should Pakistan enrich uranium beyond the 5 per- 
cent level. (This level of enrichment was sufficient to produce nuclear 
fuel for power reactors but was still insufficient to make a bomb). “I am 
determined to work strenuously to continue our various programs of 
close and productive cooperation with Pakistan,’ Reagan wrote. 
“[H]owever, I must reiterate my deep concern that the nuclear issue 
may undermine all that we are trying to achieve and the considerable 
progress we have made so far.”*’ He received a noncommittal reply 
from Zia, which Yaqub delivered in mid-November 1984.°° 

That same month, the presence of Shultz and Zia at the funeral of 
assassinated Indian prime minister Indira Gandhi provided a chance for 
further high-level discussion of the nuclear question. When Shultz, 
seconded by Senate majority leader Howard Baker (R-Tenn.), raised the 
subject, Zia responded, “We support [your] non-proliferation policy, and 
we implement it. But the difference for us is happening around here 


President Reagan confers with Foreign Minister Sahibzada Yaqub Khan at the White 
House, November 1984. (Courtesy of the Ronald Reagan Library.) 
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[i.e., India].” Asked directly by Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
(D-N.Y.), a former ambassador to India, whether Pakistan had a bomb, 
Zia replied, “We are nowhere near it. We have no intention of making 
such a weapon. We renounce making such a weapon.”*? 

Congressional suspicions that Zia was not telling the truth, however, 
caused growing disquiet as the Reagan administration geared up to seek 
approval for a second and slightly larger multiyear military and eco- 
nomic aid program for Pakistan—a six year package worth $4 billion. 
Senator John Glenn (D-Ohio), one of the most vocal nonproliferation 
proponents, argued that the sanctions waiver approved in 1981 had re- 
moved all restraints on Islamabad’s developing a nuclear weapon as 
long as it did not explode a device. To impose a higher barrier, Glenn 
proposed an amendment to the foreign assistance act that would require 
the president to certify annually that Pakistan neither possessed nor was 
developing a nuclear weapon for aid to continue.” 

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee initially approved Glenn’s 
proposal, but in the face of strong pressure from the Reagan admin- 
istration it backed off to a milder version requiring an annual certi- 
fication that Pakistan did not possess a nuclear device and that U.S. 
assistance was advancing nonproliferation goals.’' Although the ad- 
ministration was unable to obtain a waiver, the revised amendment 
seemed safe enough. Quite apart from Zia’s “assurances,” U.S. intelli- 
gence did not believe the Pakistanis were that close to achieving a nu- 
clear explosive capability. After agreement on the substitute language, 
the White House arranged for Senator Larry Pressler (R-S.D.)—who 
ironically had not been previously involved in the Pakistan nuclear 
question—to sponsor the amendment. 

When U.S. officials discussed the issue with the Pakistanis, they 
characterized the Pressler amendment as a way to avert more damaging 
legislation, not as a device for cutting off assistance. The fact that the 
amendment was country-specific and thus discriminatory was not at the 
time deemed to be a problem by the Pakistanis, although Islamabad 
complained loudly about this after sanctions were imposed in 1990. 
Indeed, Pakistani officials seemed to regard the Pressler amendment as 
an internal U.S. affair, part of the executive branch’s management of its 
nuclear problem with Congress, rather than something that Pakistan 
should be concerned about.” 

The Reagan administration also accepted an amendment to the for- 
eign assistance act submitted by Representative Solarz barring aid to 
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any country whose government entities illegally imported nuclear tech- 
nology from the United States. Irritated by indications that Pakistan 
was doing just that, Solarz wanted to send a warning to Islamabad to 
stop violating U.S. law. Unlike the Pressler amendment, the Solarz 
amendment included a presidential waiver.” 

In November 1985, Reagan met with Zia and Indian prime minister 
Rajiv Gandhi in New York City, where they were attending the UN Gen- 
eral Assembly’s fortieth-anniversary session. The focus of the Reagan- 
Zia session was to emphasize U.S. hopes for better India-Pakistan rela- 
tions.” Ina separate meeting alone with Zia, National Security Adviser 
McFarlane took up the nuclear problem. McFarlane said that he could 
“understand” why Pakistan felt it needed a nuclear deterrent but 
warned about the growing congressional pressures for sanctions that 
had resulted in the Pressler amendment. Whatever Pakistan did in its 
program, McFarlane cautioned, it should not achieve a nuclear weapon 
or test a device. Pakistan’s president did not respond with his usual 
bland assurances that the program was “purely peaceful.” Instead, he 
said that Pakistan had a minimum nuclear program necessitated by its 
security environment. No leader of Pakistan, he stated, could shut that 
program down without compromising the country’s security. Zia 
added, however, that the program would not reach the point where it 
would “embarrass” U.S.-Pakistan relations”>—a pet phrase, almost a 
mantra, that Zia used in talking with U.S. officials about the nuclear 
program. 

A shrewd judge of how far he could push the Americans on the 
nuclear issue, Zia calculated that occasional trouble over clandestine 
procurement of nuclear-related equipment—any link with the Pakistani 
government could be denied—and even enriching uranium to weapons 
grade, would not breach the “embarrassment” barrier. Zia assumed cor- 
rectly that Washington would give the struggle against the Soviets in 
Afghanistan a higher priority than his country’s nuclear program. As 
long as Pakistan did not explode a device, Zia believed, the Reagan ad- 
ministration would find some way to avoid undercutting the struggle 
against the Red Army by imposing nuclear sanctions against Pakistan. 
Moreover, Pakistan’s president did not foresee an early end to the 
Afghan war’°—a view that U.S. officials shared. 

The fact that the nuclear program was the CIA’s top collection target 
in Pakistan caused friction in the otherwise amicable working relation- 
ship between the chief of station and the director-general of the ISI. 
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“Are you trying to sabotage our effort by sending in all these lies?” 
Akhtar Rahman asked tartly after the Washington Post ran a story about 
the nuclear program, citing U.S. intelligence sources. At first, in talk- 
ing with the station chief, the ISI chief routinely denied that Pakistan 
was seeking a weapons capability. But after Zia briefed him on the pro- 
gram, Akhtar Rahman changed his approach. “Let’s not discuss this 
issue any further,’ he told the CIA officer, who was only too happy to 
put the subject aside.”’ 

Somehow the U.S. government thought that showing Zia intelli- 
gence data on the nuclear program would influence the Pakistani leader 
to back off. Peripatetic and multilingual U.S. envoy Gen. Vernon (Dick) 
Walters, who had served as deputy director of the CIA during the 
Watergate years, traveled to Pakistan several times to discuss the nu- 
clear program. During one visit, Walters showed the president a blue- 
print design that the CIA had obtained of the Pakistani bomb.?> Am- 
bassador Spiers recalled that the drawing looked like something from a 
science-fiction magazine. On another occasion, when Walters showed 
Zia a Satellite photograph of the Kahuta facility, Pakistan’s president 
commented, “This can’t be a nuclear installation. Maybe it is a goat 
shed.””” In fact, the Pakistanis found the briefings rather bizarre. Munir 
Ahmed Khan, the chairman of Pakistan’s Atomic Energy Commission, 
told the author that the “show and tell” exercises had no effect on the 
nuclear program, except to alert Pakistani officials about what the 
Americans knew.'°” 


1985: Change in Pakistan and the Soviet Union 


The year 1985 saw major changes in both Pakistan and the Soviet 
Union. Following seven years of martial law, Zia took a step toward 
more representative government in the face of severe political unrest in 
Sindh and the army’s dislike of having to assume police functions. 
Although the Reagan administration had not pressed Zia, congressional 
Democrats had vocally criticized -his regime’s human rights record and 
the lack of democracy in his country. 

In February 1985, after a referendum “‘approved” Zia’s performance 
and “elected” him president for another five years, Pakistanis voted for 
a National Assembly for the first time since the aborted 1977 elec- 
tions.'”’ Although eleven opposition parties urged a boycott of the polls, 
a respectable 52 percent of eligible voters cast their ballots. The results 


280 Reagan: Partners Again 


were hardly a stirring vote of confidence for Zia: five of nine members 
of his cabinet who contested the elections were defeated.'°* 

One month later, Zia opened up the political process a bit more when 
he appointed Mohammed Khan Junejo, a little-known politician from 
Sindh, as prime minister. To Zia’s unpleasant surprise, J unejo refused to 
be a pliant front man and insisted on acting like a prime minister. After 
Junejo pressed on the issue, Zia agreed to lift martial law on Decem- 
ber 31, 1985. The democratic 1973 constitution was reinstated as the 
country’s supreme law. At Zia’s insistence, however, an eighth amend- 
ment was adopted that made the president, not the prime minister, the 
ultimate wielder of power.'?° 

In the Soviet Union, 1985 also saw important political change. Con- 
servative septuagenarian Konstantin Chernenko, who had succeeded 
Yuri Andropov as Communist Party leader, died and was replaced by 
Mikhail Gorbachev. The new general secretary was almost two decades 
younger than his three predecessors and brought renewed verve and en- 
ergy to Soviet policy after an extended period of drift. As events would 
soon show, Gorbachev was intent on introducing radical change in the 
hope of modernizing Soviet society. In the case of Afghanistan, he ini- 
tially showed few signs of a policy shift. Quite the contrary, when hard- 
liners claimed that, by applying a little more pressure, the Soviets 
could gain the upper hand, Gorbachev agreed to an intensified military 
effort!" 

Despite this, Shultz sensed that there might be a change regarding 
Afghanistan after the November 1985 U.S.-Soviet summit in Geneva. 
The secretary of state told NBC News that Gorbachev had “some in- 
teresting and a little different kind of things to say.”'®’ A month later, 
on December 13, 1985, the United States formally engaged itself in the 
Geneva peace process by declaring that it was willing to serve as a 
guarantor power to the accords. Tucked into a speech before the World 
Affairs Council of Washington, the statement by Deputy Secretary of 
State John Whitehead, which National Security Council staff member 
Donald Fortier had cleared, triggered vociferous opposition from con- 
servatives who feared a sellout of the mujahideen. The State Depart- 
ment defended the step, arguing that it put the Soviets on the defensive 
diplomatically and that, in any case, the Geneva negotiations were 
unlikely to achieve concrete results.'°° 

On February 26, 1986, Gorbachev signaled a shift in the Soviet atti- 
tude toward Afghanistan more concretely, telling the Twenty-seventh 
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Congress of the Soviet Communist Party that the war had become “a 
bleeding wound.’'°’ A month later, in March 1986, the Kabul regime 
finally offered a timetable for the withdrawal of the Soviet military. 
Although there was an enormous gap between the four-year schedule 
that Kabul proposed and the three to four months that Pakistan wanted, 
the Afghan move set in train the process of more serious bargaining at 
Geneva.'"* 


“1986: Change in Afghanistan 


On the ground in Afghanistan, the Soviets appeared to be making head- 
way through improved and more aggressive tactics, especially greater 
use of helicopter gunships. The mujahideen lacked an adequate defense 
against these helicopters and were beginning to suffer as the Soviets 
pressed gunship attacks. When resistance leaders sought to obtain the 
U.S.-made Stinger missile, a light but sophisticated anti-aircraft 
weapon, their congressional friends vigorously pressed the case with 
the Reagan administration. They argued that the mujahideen’s need was 
greater than any trouble breaching the fiction of U.S. noninvolvement 
in Afghanistan might cause with the Soviets. Moscow, they said, was 
well aware of the U.S. role, which by then had become an open secret. 

At first, Zia was reluctant to have the Afghans receive Stingers. 
When pressed by mujahideen backer Orrin Hatch, however, Pakistan’s 
president asked that the weapon be supplied.'”’ After considerable in- 
ternal debate, the Reagan administration agreed, overriding Defense 
Department and intelligence community concerns about “leakage” of 
the Stingers into the hands of terrorists and the possibility that the 
Soviets could copy the technology through reverse engineering.''° In 
September 1986, the Stinger claimed its first helicopter victim; there- 
after, Soviet losses mounted substantially. Helicopter pilots became 
more cautious, reducing the effectiveness of the gunships. Morale 
soared among the mujahideen. In retrospect, the introduction of the 
Stinger proved a major turning point in the Afghan struggle.'"! 

In mid-1986, when Bill Casey gave instruction to the officer as- 
signed to take over as the chief of station in Islamabad, the CIA direc- 
tor no longer talked just of causing pain for the Soviets by “growing the 
war.” He emphatically ordered the new station chief to do everything 
possible to increase the military pressure on the Soviets in Afghanistan 
and “to win the war.’'’* In the same spirit, the Congress approved 
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doubling the level of U.S. funding for the covert program from $300 
million to $600 million annually. With Saudi Arabia’s matching contri- 
bution, this meant that by the end of 1986 more than $1 billion a year 
in supplies was being pumped into Pakistan for the insurgents. This was 
enough, according to a senior CIA official, to arm some four hundred 
thousand Afghan resistance fighters.'’° 

As the Soviets appeared increasingly bogged down and unable to 
gain the upper hand in Afghanistan, observers began to think that 
Moscow might actually decide to pull out. After a visit to Islamabad 
by Soviet diplomats, Zia told Diego Cordovez that “‘a miracle” might 
be possible.''* During another round of talks in March 1987, the Pak- 
istanis and the Afghans substantially narrowed the gap between their 
respective timetables for the withdrawal of Soviet troops. The Afghans 
reduced the period for the Red Army’s departure from four years to 
eighteen months. Yaqub increased the time that Pakistan was willing 
to accept from four to seven months. Cordovez, who had by then 
reached agreement on less-contentious elements of an Afghan accord, 
“sensed the negotiations had finally acquired needed credibility and 
respectability.”'!° 

When Zia had begun Pakistan’s support for the mujahideen, his aim 
had been to reduce the likelihood that Moscow would push further 
south. As a Soviet withdrawal became a real possibility, Zia’s ambitions 
expanded. Victory by the resistance, he believed, could produce for the 
first time since 1947 an Afghan regime genuinely friendly to Pakistan, 
which in turn would enable Pakistan to gain “strategic depth” against 
India, long a goal of Pakistani military planners. Moreover, Zia hoped 
that the new government in Kabul would reflect his own Islamic lean- 
ings far more than any previous Afghan regime had, and far more than 
the Pakistani president had been able to impose on his own country.'!® 


Junejo Visits Washington; More Nuclear Trouble 


In July 1986, Prime Minister Junejo visited the United States, providing 
the Reagan administration a chance to applaud Pakistan’s more open po- 
litical system and to reaffirm the bilateral partnership. The most tangible 
sign was U.S. willingness to provide $4.02 billion worth of aid over the 
next six years. While the earlier multiyear assistance package (198 1-86) 
had been equally divided between military and economic assistance, at 
Zia’s suggestion, 57 percent of the new six-year commitment (1987-93) 
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President Reagan meets with Prime Minister Mohammed Khan Junejo at the White 
House, July 1986. (Courtesy of the Ronald Reagan Library.) 


would be for development aid and only 43 percent for security assis- 
tance.''’ The Junejo visit also offered yet another opportunity for U.S. 
officials to stress the importance of Pakistani “restraint on the nuclear 
issue if [the United States is] to be able to continue [its] multi-year 
program of economic and security assistance.”''® 

The prime minister, in fact, had little voice in the management of the 
nuclear program. In talking with Americans, he hewed strictly to the 
official line that it was “purely for peaceful purposes.” In a meeting at 
the Washington Post, however, Junejo wandered off the reservation 
when he “confirmed” that Pakistan would not enrich uranium beyond 
the 5 percent level mentioned in Reagan’s September 1984 letter.'!” 
Zia, himself, was always careful to avoid making an explicit commit- 
ment on the level of enrichment, falling back on his mantra, ““We won’t 
embarrass our friends.” 

In October 1986, President Reagan certified for the first time under 
the Pressler amendment that Pakistan did not possess a nuclear device 
and that American aid “reduces significantly” the risk that Pakistan 
would acquire one. A few days later, Washington was jarred by leaked 
intelligence reports indicating that Pakistan had tested a triggering 
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device for a nuclear weapon and had enriched uranium to weapons 
grade. The press quoted an anonymous U.S. official as saying that 
Pakistan was only “two screwdriver turns” away from possessing a 
fully assembled weapon.'”° Still, according to Undersecretary of State 
for Political Affairs Michael Armacost (the key State Department offi- 
cial dealing with Afghanistan), there was enough doubt in the intelli- 
gence community to enable the administration to avoid imposing sanc- 
tions under the Pressler amendment: “There was no smoking gun and 
the fact of differences among the intelligence analysts pointed to the 
uncertainty.”'*! 

In January 1987, tensions between India and Pakistan suddenly rose 
after India began to conduct its largest-ever military maneuvers in the 
deserts of Rajasthan, near the border with Pakistan. Concerned that the 
maneuvers, called Operation Brasstacks, might be a cover for an actual 
invasion, the Pakistani military strengthened its own positions near the 
frontier. Tensions rapidly mounted between the two foes. The crisis 
eased after the two sides began diplomatic talks. Zia himself lowered 
the temperature by making a point of attending an India-Pakistan 
cricket match at Bangalore.'~” 

When the Brasstacks crisis was at its peak at the end of January 
1987, the head of Pakistan’s secret uranium-enrichment program, 
Abdul Qadeer Khan, who rarely appeared in public view, told Kuldip 
Nayar, a visiting Indian journalist, that Pakistan had achieved a nuclear 
weapon capability.'** “They told us Pakistan could never produce the 
bomb,” Nayar quoted A. Q. Khan as saying, “and doubted my capabil- 
ities, but they know we have done it.” A. Q. Khan added, “The word 
‘peaceful’ associated with a nuclear program is humbug.”!~* 

When the report appeared in the Observer (London) on March 1, 
1987, it created a sensation even though the Pakistani nuclear scientist 
quickly claimed he was misquoted and had only spoken briefly with the 
Indian journalist about a wedding invitation.’ Apparently, Mushahid 
Hussain, then editor of the daily newspaper The Muslim, and a decade 
later minister of information for Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif, had 
arranged the get-together without official blessing, presumably as a 
way to exert psychological pressure on India. 

Zia was angry about being upstaged by A. Q. Khan, whom Pak- 
istan’s president regarded as politically naive and a publicity-seeker. 
According to Zia’s top aide, Lt. Gen. Refaqat and others, the president 
gave the scientist a dressing-down and saw to it that Mushahid lost his 
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job.'*° A month later, Zia himself confirmed the gist of what A. Q. Khan 
had said, telling Time magazine, “You can write today that Pakistan 
can build a bomb whenever it wishes.”’*’ The response in Washington, 
according to Pakistan’s ambassador, Jamshed Marker, was what he 
regarded as “an aye and a wink.” At the same time, U.S. officials urged 
in the strongest possible terms that Islamabad avoid stirring up any fur- 
ther trouble on the nuclear front.'*® 

Zia was also unhappy about a warning in mid-February 1987 by U.S. 
ambassador to Pakistan Deane Hinton. In an address before the Pak- 
istani Institute of Strategic Studies, Hinton had stated that some aspects 
of the nuclear effort were “inconsistent” with a peaceful program and 
urged Pakistan to sign the nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. Angry about 
Hinton’s public chiding, a government spokesman said, “Pakistan will 
not be browbeaten or cajoled.”!*” 

On July 15,1987, a serious new problem arose on the nuclear front. 
The Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) arrested a Pakistan-born 
Canadian citizen named Arshad (“Archie”) Pervez in Philadelphia in a 
sting operation. Pervez was charged with trying to arrange for the ille- 
gal export of highly specialized “maraging” steel, which is used in 
making atomic bomb casings.'*° At one point during the sting opera- 
tion, Pervez had informed the FBI agent masquerading as a business- 
man that the special steel was intended for Pakistan’s nuclear pro- 
gram.'*' Although the authorities in Islamabad immediately denied 
any involvement, the impact on Capitol Hill was highly negative. An 
annoyed House Foreign Affairs Committee chairman Dante Fascell 
(D-Fla.) called for the suspension of aid to Pakistan until the situation 
was Clarified. 

To make matters worse, two days later, two Americans and a Hong 
Kong national were indicted in Sacramento, California, for illegally 
exporting to Pakistan sophisticated instruments and advanced computer 
items used in making a nuclear weapon.’ In a damage-control exer- 
cise, Undersecretary Armacost flew to Islamabad, where the Pakistani 
government labeled the Pervez incident a “rogue affair” and promised 
to cooperate in its investigation. The Pakistanis, however, rebuffed 
Armacost’s request to permit inspection of Kahuta and other nuclear 
facilities.'”° 

On September 21, 1987, President Reagan met again with Prime 
Minister Junejo, this time in New York during the annual UN General 
Assembly. “J have to certify on the nuclear program and you have to 
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make it possible for me to do so,’ Ambassador Marker recalled the 
president’s telling the prime minister.'** As a sign of increased concern 
about Pakistan’s nuclear activities, Congress in the fall of 1987 had 
allowed the six-year waiver of sanctions to expire, temporarily halting 
new commitments of aid. It was not until December 17, 1987, that the 
waiver authority was reinstated; this time, however, the waiver was 
granted for only two and a half years, not the six years that the admin- 
istration had sought. 

That same day, the president issued the required Pressler amendment 
certification for the second time. Threading the eye of the needle care- 
fully, Reagan’s letter to House Speaker Jim Wright (D-Texas) stated 
that the finding rested on the “‘statutory standard as legislated by Con- 
gress” of whether Pakistan “possesses a nuclear explosive device, not 
whether Pakistan is attempting to develop or has developed various 
relevant capacities.”’* 

Ironically, also on December 17, 1987, a jury in the U.S. District 
Court in Philadelphia found Archie Pervez guilty. The Reagan adminis- 
tration found itself in a corner, because the investigation had revealed 
that the illegal export was intended for use in Pakistan’s nuclear program. 
The provisions of the Solarz amendment called for suspension of aid.'*° 

Faced with this prospect, Reagan used his waiver authority, citing. 
U.S. national interests as the reason for not imposing sanctions against 
Pakistan. ’>’ Defending the action, as well as the earlier Pressler certifi- 
cation, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for South Asia Robert Peck 
argued—by this time unconvincingly—that quite apart from the harm- 
ful impact on the Afghan war effort of suspending aid, imposing sanc- 
tions “would make it significantly more likely that Pakistan would pro- 
ceed to acquire nuclear weapons.”’*® 


The End Game at Geneva 


Some months earlier, in September 1987, Soviet Foreign Minister 
Eduard Shevardnadze had advised Secretary of State Shultz privately 
that Soviet troops would leave Afghanistan within a year.'*? During 
the December 1987 U.S.-Soviet summit in Washington, Gorbachev 
publicly announced that Soviet troops would leave over a twelve- 
month period after agreement was reached on ending external aid to 
the mujahideen. He no longer insisted on a political settlement as a con- 
dition for the departure of Soviet forces. The road seemed open for an 
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agreement, but as the withdrawal of the Soviet army from Afghanistan 
became more likely, U.S. and Pakistani interests began to diverge. Ac- 
cording to Armacost, “Our main interest was getting the Russians out. 
Afghanistan, as such, was remote from major U.S. concerns. The United 
States was not much interested in the internal Afghan setup and did not 
have much capacity to understand fist“? Fa contrast, the Pakistanis, 
especially President Zia, regarded the nature of the government in Kabul 
of major importance. According to Arnold Raphel, who had succeeded 
Hinton as U.S. ambassador in 1987, the United States focused on the 
Soviet withdrawal “while Zia and the ISI. . . felt that after eight years 
of war Pakistan was entitled to run its own show in Kabul.'*’ 

To complicate matters, Pakistan’s policy began to lose coherence 
just as the endgame of the Geneva negotiations commenced. Friction 
between Zia and Junejo led to the resignation of the suave and experi- 
enced Yaqub Khan, who had stepped down in the fall of 1987 rather 
than have his deputy, Zain Noorani, a Junejo supporter, head Pakistan’s 
delegation to the UN General Assembly; upon Yaqub’s departure, 
Noorani, who possessed scant foreign affairs experience, became for- 
eign minister. Although Zia had previously orchestrated Afghan policy, 
he was forced to work with the Junejo-dominated foreign ministry, 
which did not always see things the president’s way. Zia grew increas- 
ingly frustrated as developments began to slip out of his control. '** 

At this point, Pakistan’s president threw a spanner in the works by 
threatening not to sign the Geneva accords unless there was a political 
settlement in Kabul. The action reversed Pakistan’s long-standing po- 
sition that the only major issue to be negotiated at Geneva was the 
timetable for the departure of Soviet troops. Although conventional 
wisdom held that the communist regime, headed by Najibullah Khan, 
who had replaced Babrak Karmal in 1986, would quickly collapse after 
the Soviet military departed, Zia was not so sure, according to Refaqat. 
In a strictly intra-Afghan struggle, Zia was uncertain whether the 
fractious mujahideen would gain the upper hand and did not think that 
Najibullah would simply fade away. Zia expected that, instead, Najibul- 
lah would fight hard to retain power. Under these circumstances, Zia 
hoped to force a political settlement while the superpowers were still 
engaged.'*° 

Neither Moscow nor Washington agreed. In a mid-February 1988 
trip to Islamabad, Soviet diplomat Yuri Vorontsov rebuffed the Pak- 
istani president in what Refaqat called “the toughest meeting he had 
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ever attended.” Vorontsov warned Zia of “unpredictable consequences 
if a unilateral withdrawal is forced upon us.”'** When Armacost visited 
Islamabad a short time later, he adopted a similar, if less brusque, posi- 
tion. The Americans, Armacost made clear, were unwilling to delay the 
signing of the Geneva accords until an interim Afghan government was 
agreed upon. Secretary of State Shultz termed this as “desirable” but 
something that the Afghans themselves had to decide.!*° 

Nor did Zia have domestic political support on the issue. J unejo fa- 
vored an early agreement at Geneva and, over Zia’s objection, con- 
vened an all-parties meeting in early March 1988 to discuss the issue. 
The gathering endorsed Pakistan’s support for the mujahideen, but not 
a delay in the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan.'“° To complicate 
matters further, Zia found little common ground for a possible com- 
promise between the mujahideen leadership in Peshawar and the Kabul 
regime, “’ with which he was in secret contact through American busi- 
ness magnate Armand Hammer.'**® When the mujahideen leadership 
met with Cordovez, they flatly rejected the Geneva accords, stressing 
their intention to take power in Kabul on their own. Faced with a wall 
of opposition, an unhappy Zia backed down.!*” 

The second problem that nearly derailed the settlement concerned 
the supply of arms to the mujahideen after the Geneva accords went 
into effect. The Soviets had made clear that they would continue to pro- 
vide military help to the Kabul regime, and the Geneva accords did not 
bar their doing so. The agreement, however, required Pakistan to stop 
helping the mujahideen thirty days after Soviet forces completed their 
pullout from Afghanistan. By becoming a guarantor to the Geneva ac- 
cords, the United States had also implicitly agreed to end its own covert 
assistance for the mujahideen. 

As the prospect for agreement at Geneva increased, the Peshawar re- 
sistance leaders and their conservative American friends focused on the 
import of Moscow’s maintaining the supply of weapons to the Afghan 
regime while Washington and Pakistan stopped sending arms to the mu- 
Jahideen. Senator Gordon Humphrey (R-N.H.), Representative Charles 
Wilson (D-Texas), and other mujahideen backers accused the State 
Department of making preemptive concessions and charged that the 
_ White House had been lax.'°? 

It turned out that they had a powerful ally: Ronald Reagan. Pro- 
foundly sympathetic to the mujahideen cause, the president, perhaps 
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unaware that he was changing his own administration’s position, told a 
television interviewer on December 3, 1987, that he had no intention of 
stopping arms aid after the Soviet pullout: “I don’t think we could do 
anything of that kind. . . . You can’t suddenly disarm [the mu- 
jahideen] and leave them prey to the other government. . . . No, the 
people of Afghanistan must be assured of the right of all of them to par- 
ticipate in establishing the government they want, and that requires 
more than getting [Soviet] forces out of there.”!*! 

Shultz and Armacost had a extraordinarily difficult time in selling 
the president’s position to their Soviet counterparts, who argued with 
justification that the Americans were backing away from an earlier 
commitment to halt arms aid. It required lengthy and extremely hard 
bargaining before the Soviets reluctantly agreed that, notwithstanding 
the terms of the Geneva agreement, both sides could continue to supply 
arms to their friends—so-called “positive symmetry”—or, alterna- 
tively, could terminate assistance—so called “negative symmetry.”!>” 

The Reagan administration was very concerned, nonetheless, that 
Pakistan would find itself in the awkward and embarrassing position of 
violating its obligations under the Geneva accords if it continued to send 
arms to the resistance. Telephone calls between. Washington and Islam- 
abad eased the worry. First, Prime Minister Junejo told Secretary Shultz 
that Pakistan concurred in the U.S.-Soviet understanding. Then Zia 
called Reagan to reassure him about the matter. When the U.S. president 
asked how Zia would respond to charges that Pakistan was violating the 
Geneva accords, Zia answered, “They would just lie about it. We’ve 
been denying our activities there for eight years. Muslims have the right 
to lie in a good cause.”'*? To be absolutely sure about the Pakistani po- 
sition, U.S. Defense Secretary Frank Carlucci also took up the issue 
during a visit to Islamabad. In his reporting telegram Carlucci said that 
when he asked Zia what he would tell the Soviets, the president re- 
sponded, “Ill lie to them like I have been lying to them for the past ten 
years.” Carlucci reportedly added, “Just as he has been lying to us about 
the nuclear business.”!”* 

On April 10, 1988, only four days before the accords were signed at 
Geneva, a gigantic explosion rocked Islamabad and Rawalpindi. The 
ISI munitions-storage depot located at Ojiri Camp near the airport blew 
up, raining rockets, artillery shells, and mortar rounds down on the two 
cities. More than one hundred people died and eleven hundred were 
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wounded. Shrapnel remnants were found in the wall of the American 
embassy compound, more than ten miles away. It was as if Pakistan’s 
capital area had become a war zone.” 

The reaction was one of shock and panic. Zia initially suspected sab- 
otage by the Afghans or Soviets. “It couldn’t have been anything else 
but sabotage, a very effective act of sabotage,” he declared.'*° As the 
government investigated the tragedy—the results of the inquiry were 
not made public—it became clear that accidental mishandling of muni- 
tions rather than sabotage had caused the explosion. After a worker 
loading mortar shells onto a truck dropped a defective round, it ex- 
ploded and in turn ignited other rounds stacked nearby. Fire broke out 
and spread like a chain reaction through the depot, triggering the ex- 
plosions that destroyed the camp’s mammoth stock of munitions.!>” 

Because the CIA had been accelerating shipments to bolster the mu- 
jahideen’s capabilities for the period after the si gning of the Geneva ac- 
cords, Ojiri was packed with eight thousand tons of artillery shells, 
mortar rounds, and other munitions valued, Ambassador Raphel told 
Foreign Secretary Abdul Sattar, at between $120 and $130 million.!°° 
After a worried Zia instructed Ambassador Marker in Washington to 
ask William Webster, Casey’s successor as CIA director, to do every- 
thing possible to replenish the losses so the ISI could continue to pump 
the maximum amount of arms into Afghanistan, the U.S. government 
mounted a massive resupply operation to replenish the lost ammunition 
stocks.'°? 

On April 14, 1988, Shevardnadze, Shultz, Noorani, and Afghan 
envoy Abdul Wakil separately signed the Geneva accords under the 
approving eye of UN Secretary General Pérez de Cuellar. The mood 
remained somber throughout the signing ceremonies. The four delega- 
tions never came together. As Riaz Khan wrote, “There were no smiles 
and little celebration.’'® Still the agreements marked a major mile- 
stone in the winding down of the Cold War. For the first time since the 
Austrian State Treaty of 1955, the Soviet Union had withdrawn its mil- 
itary forces from territory under its control. 

In Pakistan, the investigation into the Ojiri tragedy quickly became 
entangled in the friction between Junejo and Zia. Politically, the most 
damaging question was not why the explosion happened but why the 
ISI had failed to relocate the munitions depot to a safer place. Using 
the incident as a tool to attack Zia and the military, Junejo wanted to 
fire both Akhtar Rahman, who in 1987 had become chairman of the 
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Pakistani joint chiefs of staff, and his replacement as ISI director- 
general, Lt. Gen. Hamid Gul. Zia wanted to calm the waters and shield 
his colleagues from public censure and, as bie to Refagat, was fu- 
rious with Junejo. = 

Taking no one into his confidence until the last moment, the presi- 
dent struck back on May 29, 1988. Invoking the eighth amendment to 
the 1973 constitution, Zia dismissed Junejo and the National Assembly 
on grounds of corruption and failing to maintain law and order. The 
president then named himself prime minister, reappointed Yaqub as for- 
eign minister, and announced new elections for November 1988. In 
Washington, the reaction was very negative, although Reagan adminis- 
tration officials tried to put the best face on developments. '” 

Whether Zia would, in fact, hold elections became the subject of in- 
tense debate. The president himself seemed uncertain how to deal with 
the situation that he had created. The master juggler and shrewd tacti- 
cian seemed to have lost his touch. A sense of drift and uncertainty 
hung over Islamabad. 


Zia Dies 


Less than three months later, on August 17, 1988, Zia, Raphel, Akhtar 
Rahman, U.S. defense representative Brig. Gen. Herbert Wasson, and 
senior Pakistani officers flew to Bahawalpur in southern Punjab to ob- 
serve firing tests by the M-1 Abrams tank, which was being considered 
for Pakistan’s armored units. After the demonstration, Raphel and Was- 
son, who had flown to Bahawalpur in a U.S. military aircraft, accepted 
Zia’s invitation to return to the capital in the president’s C-130. About 
ten minutes after takeoff, the usually reliable Pakistani air force plane, 
one of several at Zia’s disposal, began to flounder and then crashed. All 
thirty-two people on board died. The pilot gave no indication of trou- 
ble over the radio, although just before the crash, the control tower - 
heard a voice asking what was wrong. 

Zia’s death was an enormous shock. The man who had ruled Pak- 
istan for eleven years, pressing his campaign of Islamization, facing 
down the Soviets on Afghanistan, and facing down the Americans on 
the nuclear program, was suddenly gone. With the Soviet withdrawal 
from Afghanistan only partly accomplished, Washington worried about 
a leadership void and serious instability in Pakistan. A sad Shultz led 
the official U.S. delegation to the funeral to pay homage to the dead 
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leader’s role in the victory over the Soviets in Afghanistan. As the new 
U.S. ambassador to Pakistan, Shultz left behind Robert Oakley, a senior 
diplomat who had served as ambassador to Zaire and Somalia and was 
responsible at the time of Raphel’s death for the Middle East and South 
Asia on the National Security Council staff. Such a rapid appointment 
was unusual, but the Reagan administration wanted an activist presence 
quickly on the ground. As Oakley put it, “They wanted to do it in a 
hurry because they didn’t want to allow any time to go by lest the time 
create uncertainty about our commitment. . . . The situation was very 
unsettled in Pakistan.”’®? 

In accordance with the provisions of Pakistan’s 1973 constitution, 
Ghulam Ishaq Khan, president of the senate, became acting president 
on Zia’s death. A conservative civil servant from the Northwest Fron- 
tier Province, Ghulam Ishaq had occupied senior posts under Presidents 
Ayub, Bhutto, and Zia. The acting president first asked Gen. Mirza 
Aslam Beg, who as head of the army was Pakistan’s ultimate arbiter of 
power, what his wishes were. When Beg answered that he thought the 
country should follow the democratic path, plans for elections in the 
fall of 1988 went forward.'™ 

Among Oakley’s initial tasks was to oversee the investigation of the 
C-130 crash. The envoy and the acting president agreed on a joint U.S. 
and Pakistani inquiry, which found insufficient evidence to support any 
explanation firmly. The report ended, nonetheless, with conflicting 
Pakistani and American views. In the absence of hard evidence of 
mechanical failure, the Pakistani investigators concluded that sabotage 
was the probable cause. In contrast, the U.S. team, not finding credible 
evidence for sabotage, concluded that a mechanical failure probably led 
to the crash.'® The U.S. and Pakistani authorities released a thirty-page 
summary in late 1988, which Oakley said accurately reflected the full 
two-hundred-page report, which remains classified. The fact that the 
FBI did not participate in the joint investigation raised suspicions about 
a cover-up in Pakistan and also on Capitol Hill. Because of congres- 
sional pressure, the FBI some months later conducted a separate in- 
quiry, which reportedly reached similarly inconclusive findings about 
why the plane crashed.’ 

A decade later, the cause of the tragedy remained a mystery. U.S. 
government officials familiar with events, on the whole continue to be- 
lieve that the C-130 went down because of some unexplained mechan- 
ical failure. Many senior Pakistanis remain convinced that the plane 
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was sabotaged. Some saw the hand of the Soviet spy agency (the 
KGB); others blamed the Afghan secret service (the Khad); still others 
India’s spy agency (the Research and Analysis Wing, or RAW); and 
some even thought that the CIA was behind the crash, despite the fact 
that Raphel and Wasson were killed along with Zia. 


Benazir Bhutto Becomes Prime Minister 


The 1988 Pakistani election was a popularity contest between the heirs 
of two people in the grave: Zia and the man he hanged, Zulfikar Ali 
Bhutto. Zia’s standard-bearer was Nawaz Sharif, an affable Punjabi busi- 
nessman whom the military had previously installed as chief minister of 
Punjab, Pakistan’s largest province. Sharif’s father had made a fortune 
parlaying a small business into the country’s largest steel-rolling mill. 
Bhutto’s standard bearer was his daughter, thirty-three-year-old Benazir, 
who had returned from exile in 1986 to a tumultuous welcome. Leading 
her father’s Pakistan Peoples Party (PPP), Benazir Bhutto proved a for- 
midable and charismatic campaigner, drawing enormous crowds as she 
traveled around the country. Like her father, she had received a college 
education in the United States—at Radcliffe rather than the University 
of California—and then had gone on to study in England at Oxford. 

When the votes were counted, the PPP had won a narrow victory 
over the Islamic Alliance, the conservative pro-Zia coalition of Sharif’s 
Pakistan Muslim League and smaller allies. With the active support of 
the ISI, Nawaz Sharif fared better than anticipated and won the im- 
portant Punjabi provincial elections. Oakley and other U.S. officials 
had pressed for fair elections and, after the results were in, had urged 
the military to agree to Benazir Bhutto’s assuming office. Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs Richard Ar- 
mitage and Assistant Secretary of State for the Near East and South 
Asia Richard Murphy visited Pakistan to stress the U.S. interest in see- 
ing that Pakistan followed democratic ground rules. According to Ar- 
mitage, the military leadership said that it was ready to accept Benazir 
Bhutto as long as she did not meddle with promotions and other inter- 
nal military matters. Oakley indicated that there was a further under- 
standing that she would not become heavily involved with Afghanistan 
and the nuclear question. '°” 

As the new democratic Pakistani government settled in, the reins of 
power that Zia had held in his own hands until 1986 were uneasily 
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shared by what became known as the “troika”—the president, the 
prime minister, and the chief of army staff. Ghulam Ishaq, as president, 
theoretically held ultimate power because of the eighth amendment to 
the 1973 constitution. As the democratically elected prime minister, Be- 
nazir Bhutto had political legitimacy. But the decisive word—in view 
of the army’s powerful position in Pakistan—rested with General Beg. 

Shortly before Reagan left the White House, he certified for a third 
time under the Pressler amendment that Pakistan did not possess a nu- 
clear weapon. But his transmittal letter to Speaker Wright warned that 
the status of the Pakistani program might make it difficult to issue an- 
other certification.’ 

Despite this danger signal about the nuclear program, Reagan could 
end his presidency satisfied about developments in South Asia. In 
Afghanistan, the U.S.-backed mujahideen had outfought the Soviets, 
who were in the process of withdrawing their forces as agreed at 
Geneva. The collapse of Najibullah’s communist regime in Kabul after 
the last Soviet soldier left Afghanistan in February 1989 was widely an- 
ticipated. Pakistan itself had seen a relatively smooth transition from 
Zia’s dictatorship to Benazir Bhutto’s democratically elected govern- 
ment. Although Washington and Islamabad recognized that Pakistan’s 
strategic importance to the United States would inevitably decline after 
the Soviet pullout from Afghanistan, and the nuclear problem would 
become harder to manage, outgoing Reagan administration officials 
and the Pakistani leadership had reasonable grounds to look forward to 
continued close and friendly bilateral ties under the incoming presi- 
dent, George Bush. Events would prove this optimism misplaced. 


1] 


Bush: The Partnership Collapses 


As George Bush moved into the White House in January 1989, the 
Cold War was winding down. Mikhail Gorbachev was pressing ahead 
with domestic-reform and seeking improved relations with Washington. 
One after another, the Soviet satellites in Eastern Europe were shedding 
their communist rulers. The Iron Curtain was crumbling. U.S.-Soviet 
conflicts in the Third World, in Central America, Angola, the Horn of 
Africa, and Afghanistan were moving toward settlements favorable to 
Washington. The foreign policy focus of the incoming U.S. adminis- 
tration lay on these dramatic events that were fundamentally altering 
the global balance of power. 

President Bush appointed James Baker, a personal friend and 
Washington insider, as his secretary of state. Although Baker had 
served as White House chief of staff and treasury secretary during the 
Reagan administration, he lacked the empathy that his predecessor, 
George Shultz, had developed for Pakistan as the main U.S. partner 
in the struggle against the Soviets in Afghanistan. One of Baker’s 
initial acts, on his first day as secretary of state, was to close the 
embassy in Kabul, which had remained open throughout the 1980s 
despite U.S. covert aid to the mujahideen. Although mainly spurred 
by concern that American diplomats might be in physical danger dur- 
ing the anticipated collapse of the communist regime, the decision 
would deprive Washington of a useful listening post, as well as a pos- 
sible point of contact with the Afghan government, after the Soviet 
military completed its withdrawal.' 

A few months earlier, in mid-1988, the U.S. Congress, spurred by 
Senator Gordon Humphrey (R-N.H.), had mandated the appointment 
of an ambassador to the Peshawar-based mujahideen to boost their 
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image and prestige. After low-key diplomat Maurice Ealum served 
briefly in the post, the activism of his successor, Peter Tomsen, resulted 
in a more visible State Department presence on Afghan matters just as 
the departure of Soviet troops was moving intra-Afghan politics to 
center stage. 

Friction quickly developed between Tomsen and the CIA, which 
disliked his involvement in an area that, until the final Stages of the 
Geneva negotiations, had been a CIA preserve. Tomsen also ran afoul 
of Pakistan’s Inter-Services Intelligence Directorate (ISI) by criticizing 
its support for Pashtun fundamentalist Gulbuddin Hekmatyar and urg- 
ing increased help to moderates like Ahmed Shah Masood, a Tajik 
who had displeased Pakistani intelligence by insisting on maintaining 
operational independence.” 

Pakistan’s Afghan policy had become far less cohesive by this time. 
Previously, President Zia ul-Haq provided a strategic vision, resolved 
internal differences and, moreover, had the confidence of the mu- 
jahideen. Following his death, there were many voices, but as Benazir 
Bhutto’s national security adviser, Iqbal Akhund, put it, “no one” was 
in charge of policy.’ The ISI, which continued to have operational con- 
trol of the war, had the major say. Its flamboyant, pro-Islamic leader, 
Lt. Gen. Hamid Gul, continued to back Hekmatyar and other funda- 
mentalists as Pakistan’s best bets for obtaining a friendly regime in 
Kabul and the longed-for “strategic depth.” In contrast, Yaqub Khan, 
whom Benazir Bhutto had reappointed as foreign minister, questioned 
whether Hekmatyar or other Peshawar-based fundamentalists would 
remain pro-Pakistani after taking Kabul. 

Yaqub also favored more serious exploration of a transitional role for 
the former Afghan monarch, King Zahir, as did Tomsen.* Both the mu- 
jahideen ideologues and their ISI patrons were against recalling the 
monarch, someone over whom they would have little control. A number 
of the resistance leaders had strongly opposed the king’s reforms in the 
1960s. The Pakistanis blamed Zahir and his fellow Mohammadzai clan 
members for the many years of Pakistani-Afghan tensions over the Push- 
tunistan issue and remained uneasy about his long-standing friendly re- 
lations with India. In any case, the septuagenarian ex-king was himself 
hesitant about returning to his turbulent homeland after fifteen years of 
comfortable exile in the outskirts of Rome.” In the end, the ISI was able 
to have its way in continued backing for more fundamentalist leaders 
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such as Hekmatyar as the expected victory over communist leader 
Najyibullah Khan loomed nearer. 


Soviets Leave Afghanistan, but Communists Remain 


A month before the last Soviet soldier departed in February 1989, So- 
viet foreign minister Eduard Shevardnadze visited Islamabad and urged 
the Pakistanis to support a compromise political settlement in Kabul. 
Benazir Bhutto said that she favored this idea but could do nothing in 
the face of opposition from President Ghulam Ishaq Khan and hard- 
liners in the ISI and the army.° Confident that the Najibullah regime 
would collapse once the Red Army completed its withdrawal, they saw 
little need for negotiations about the future Afghan government. For their 
part, the mujahideen refused to meet with the Soviet foreign minister and 
opposed any power-sharing arrangement in Kabul that included the 
communists.’ Sharing the conventional wisdom that N ajibullah would 
quickly fall after the Russians left, the Bush administration in Washing- 
ton saw neither need nor reason to support a compromise opposed by the 
mujahideen. The conservative mujahideen supporters in Congress 
strongly backed this position, urging no truck with the communists.® 

The fact that the Peshawar-based resistance groups had agreed, at 
long last, to form an Afghan Interim Government (AIG), a broadly 
based body that, in theory, was supposed to include Shi’a groups and 
some noncommunist supporters of Najibullah, was regarded as a major 
advance toward forming a new Afghan government. But the develop- 
ment proved more impressive on paper than in reality. Feuding and in- 
fighting among mujahideen leaders continued unabated. Neither 
Afghan Shi’a groups nor supporters of the Kabul regime ever joined the 
AIG.” 

On February 15, 1989, Lt. Gen. Boris Gromov strode north across 
the bridge spanning the Amu Dar’ya River, the frontier between 
Afghanistan and the Soviet Union, to terminate Moscow’s ill-fated, 
nine-year military adventure. Like the British before them, the Soviets 
had little to show for their attempt to tame the unruly Afghans. Some 
fifteen thousand Soviet soldiers died in the effort to prop up the un- 
popular communist regime. 

To follow up the Soviet departure, Hamid Gul strongly urged early 
diplomatic recognition of the AIG as the legitimate Afghan government 
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to hasten the disintegration of the Najibullah regime. In the Pakistani 
government's restructured Afghan cell, co-chaired by Iqbal Akhund and 
Yaqub, the foreign minister countered that the AIG first needed to cap- 
ture and hold a significant city, such as Jalalabad, Afghanistan’s fourth- 
largest urban area, located some forty miles from the Khyber Pass. The 
AIG, Yaqub said, had to demonstrate that it was a real government, “not 
just some Johnnies riding around Peshawar in Mercedes.” Ambassador 
Robert Oakley agreed and indicated that the United States would follow 
Pakistan’s lead on the issue of recognition.” 

At a March 6, 1989, meeting of the Afghan cell, at which Oakley 
was present—a sign of his high-profile style—Benazir Bhutto decided 
to follow the course advocated by Yaqub and to withhold recognition 
until the AIG captured Jalalabad. Although Hamid Gul had repeatedly 
predicted the city’s imminent fall, he was more hesitant on this occa- 
sion, saying he preferred attrition to a frontal attack. The ISI chief, 
nonetheless, said that Jalalabad could be taken in a week “if the gov- 
ernment was prepared to allow for a certain degree of bloodshed.”'! Re- 
calling sarcastically the many times that Hamid Gul had promised that 
Jalalabad would fall like a ripe apple into her lap, the prime minister or- 
dered him to have the mujahideen attack Jalalabad.'* Thus, a major 
Afghan war decision was taken by the Pakistanis with no Afghans 
present, but with the U.S. ambassador looking on. 

The battle for Jalalabad began in a promising fashion, but the mu- 
jahideen soon became bogged down. Fighters of different factions 
failed to coordinate their efforts, frequently fought among themselves, 
and showed little skill in attacking fixed defensive positions. Afghan 
government troops also put up a tougher fight than expected. They were 
able to keep open the key supply route when the mujahideen failed to 
interdict the road between Jalalabad and Kabul. Before long, it was 
clear that the sy capture of Jalalabad was beyond the capability of 
the AIG forces.'° The question of diplomatic recognition no longer 
arose. 

As the mujahideen’s march toward early victory stalled, it became 
clear that the regime in Kabul was not going to crumble after the Red 
Army left. As George Bush and his national security adviser Brent 
Scowcroft admitted in their book, A World Transformed, the conven- 
tional wisdom on the staying power of Najibullah had proven wrong.“ 
One important consequence of this misreading of the Afghan scene was 
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a lack of clarity in U.S. policy. For its part, after the Soviets left, the 
CIA wanted to wash its hands of Afghanistan. Anticipating an early 
end to the war, the State Department and the Agency for International 
Development (AID) wanted to shift covert action funds to the eco- 
nomic rehabilitation of Afghanistan. In the end, strong congressional 
support for the mujahideen, still regarded as “anticommunist knights in 
armor,” helped sway the Bush administration to maintain the arms 
pipeline, especially as the Soviets were still providing military eeu to 
Najibullah.'° 

With the benefit of hindsight, Oakley and others admit that the 
United States made a mistake in continuing to support the largely ISI- 
driven Pakistani policy on Afghanistan and in failing to shift gears 
sooner after the Soviet pullout. As former assistant secretary of defense 
for international security affairs Richard Armitage commented, “We 
drifted too long in 1989 and failed to understand the independent role 
that the ISI was playing.”’’® 


Nuclear Understanding? 


If frustrations were increasing over Afghanistan, nuclear developments 
appeared more promising. After Zia’s death, the chief of army staff, 
Gen. Mirza Aslam Beg, and President Ghulam Ishaq Khan had charge 
of the nuclear program. Benazir Bhutto initially was not involved, but 
she asserted that after a briefing by a visiting CIA team in December 
1988, she was able to “push her way” into the policy circle with the two 
other members of the troika.'’ 

Ronald Reagan’s final certification of Pakistan under the Pressler 
amendment and a separate letter from president-elect Bush had put the 
Pakistanis on notice that they stood on the edge of sanctions. A visit to 
the United States by General Beg in early 1989 offered U.S. officials an 
opportunity to address the issue directly. At Oakley’s suggestion, Gen. 
Colin Powell, the outgoing Reagan administration national security ad- 
viser, and his successor, Scowcroft, had separate. meetings with Beg to 
explain the U.S. position as one general speaking to another. Scowcroft 
recalled warning Beg, “You have to realize that the administration’s 
hands are tied on the nuclear issue. President Bush [will] certify as long 
as he [can] under the Pressler amendment, but he [will] not lie. Pakistan 
[stands] very close to the ling. 
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In February 1989, Bush met Benazir Bhutto in Tokyo, where both 
were attending the funeral of Emperor Hirohito. The president, who 
was much impressed by the Pakistani prime minister, reviewed the 
nuclear issue along lines similar to those that Scowcroft used when he 
talked with Beg. Benazir Bhutto assured Bush that Pakistan understood 
U.S. concerns.'” 

In so many words, the president was signaling his desire to continue 
the close security relationship with Pakistan, provided Islamabad froze 
the nuclear program. At the same time, the U.S. leadership was making 
clear that, with the departure of Soviet troops from Afghanistan and the 
winding down of the Cold War, the policy dynamic on the nuclear issue 
had changed. The reasons for not imposing sanctions on Pakistan 
would carry far less weight and pressure from nonproliferation sup- 
porters in Congress would become stronger. In Islamabad, Ambassador 
Oakley bluntly warned the members of the troika, “If you take any ac- 
tion on the nuclear program and you go past that line. . . [Bush] will 
blow the whistle and invoke Pressler.””” 

After Beg returned home, U.S. intelligence reported that the Pak- 
istanis had stopped the production of weapons-grade uranium, which 
was regarded as the most troublesome part of the nuclear program. Ac- 
cording to Benazir Bhutto, Pakistan had what amounted to a nuclear 
understanding with the United States, one which she regarded as 
highly favorable: Her country could keep its existing nuclear capabil- 
ity and continue to receive military and economic aid.7! Although 
denying any understanding with Washington, Beg said that Islamabad 
could safely suspend production of enriched uranium because it 
already had enough for the deterrent. Beg and Benazir Bhutto 
maintained that, we ee Pakistan had already developed a nuclear 
explosive capability.” 

On May 31, 1989, just days before Benazir Bhutto was due to depart 
for an official visit to the United States, the prime minister removed 
Hamid Gul from his position as director-general of the ISI. Although 
HOR SSTEIS thought that this might foreshadow a shift on Afghan pol- 
icy,” the intelligence chief’s departure was unrelated to differences 
_ over Afghanistan. He was fired after Bhutto learned that Hamid Gul 
was conspiring with the political opposition to oust her from power.“ 
Reflecting the political clout of the military—and also Bhutto’s relative 
weakness—Hamid Gul received another prestigious post as one of the 
Pakistani army’s corps commanders and was not retired. 
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President George Bush talks with Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto at the White House, 
June 1989. (Courtesy of the George Bush Presidential Library.) 


Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto, President Bush, First Lady Barbara Bush, and Azif 
Zardari (Benazir Bhutto’s husband) at a White House state dinner, June 1989. (Courtesy 
of the George Bush Presidential Library.) 
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Benazir Bhutto Charms Washington; Stumbles at Home 


When Pakistan’s prime minister arrived in Washington on June 5, 1989, 
the thirty-five-year-old Radcliffe graduate was warmly greeted as a 
symbol of her country’s transition from dictatorship to democracy. 
Articulate, attractive, and charismatic, Benazir Bhutto had a star quality 
about her. Both Republicans, who occupied the White House, and Dem- 
ocrats, who controlled both houses of Congress, were happy to wel- 
come a political leader who genuinely seemed to like the United States 
and was the first female head of government in a Muslim country. 

The prime minister confronted the nettlesome nuclear issue head on 
in her address before a joint session of Congress. “Speaking for Pak- 
istan,” she told the applauding legislators with seeming sincerity but lit- 
tle truth, “I can declare that we do not possess, nor do we intend to 
make, a nuclear device. This is our policy.’”° U.S. officials doubted that 
she was part of the nuclear decision-making process, but, according to 
Benazir Bhutto, the three members of the troika had carefully scripted 
how she would play the issue during her public appearances in the 
United States and in her private talks with President Bush and other 
U.S. leaders.”° 

The prime minister’s successful visit appeared to seal close and 
friendly U.S.-Pakistan relations in the post-Cold War period. In the 
wake of the goodwill that she generated, intelligence reports that 
Islamabad was no longer enriching uranium to weapons grade, and a 
desire to bolster Pakistan’s fledgling democracy, George Bush con- 
firmed that the United States would sell Pakistan an additional sixty 
F-16 fighter-bombers and would continue the large military and eco- 
nomic aid program, then running at close to $600 million annually. 

The president also issued the required annual Pressler amendment 
certification to permit aid to continue. According to Richard Haass, 
then the National Security Council’s staff member for South Asia, the 
decision on Pressler “was a close run thing.” Even if evidence about 
Whether Pakistan actually “possessed” a nuclear weapon remained am- 
biguous, the status of the program did not appear to have changed since 
_ the Pressler amendment certification of a year before. The Pakistanis 
seemed to have heeded U.S. warnings about not advancing the devel- 
opment of their nuclear capability.”’ 

If Benazir Bhutto won plaudits abroad, at home she was proving less 
successful. As one Western diplomat told the New York Times, “Benazir 
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has had trouble making the transition from the scrappy fighter against 
political oppression to acting like a Prime Minister.”** She was an in- 
different manager, would frequently change her mind on issues, and at 
times seemed more concerned about her right to rule than the substance 
of governance. Widely believed allegations of corruption involving her 
husband, Asif Zardari, further tarnished her reputation. 

Bhutto’s dealings with the two other members of the troika also be- 
came strained. Although their relationship had begun reasonably ami- 
cably, there was little affection between the daughter of Zulfikar Ali 
Bhutto and veteran technocrat Ghulam Ishaq, a close associate of 
President Zia, who had executed her father and put her in prison.*” The 
Pakistani military, for its part, mistrusted the prime minister and had 
Supported her opponent, Nawaz Sharif, in the 1988 elections. Al- 
though she was initially on good personal terms with General Beg— 
indeed, it was the chief of army staff’s refusal to take power on Zia’s 
death that set the stage for the 1988 election—their relations gradually 
soured. 

One source of friction was the prime minister’s attempt to involve 
herself in military personnel matters in the summer of 1989 by remov- 
ing Adm. Iftikhar Ahmed Sirohey as the chairman of the joint chiefs of 
staff.°° Despite the impressive title, in fact, this post carried little au- 
thority in Pakistan. Oakley, who had established what he called a “very 
frank relationship” with Benazir Bhutto, cautioned her that trying to 
oust Sirohey would help efforts by the opposition to turn the military 
against her. A headstrong prime minister insisted that it was her right to 
remove Sirohey.*’ Even though she eventually backed off, the episode 
frayed her ties with Beg, who suspected that Benazir Bhutto wanted to 
get rid of him as well. 

While this was taking place, Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
chairman Claiborne Pell (D-R.I.) visited Islamabad. Pell, who had be- 
come an admirer of Benazir Bhutto when she was in exile, spoke 
frankly: “I hope you reign as long as Queen Victoria, but at the rate you 
are going, since you don’t seem interested in compromise or consensus, 
I don’t think you are going to make it through to the end of the year.” 
Indeed, by the beginning of 1990, the prime minister was in deep po- 
litical trouble and the Pakistani government was in disarray. As her re- 
lationship with Beg and Ghulam Ishaq deteriorated, it was not clear 
who was running the country, or even whether anyone was in charge. 
In the face of this uncertainty, Oakley developed the habit of passing 
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important messages to all three troika members to make sure that the 
word got through.*° 

Meanwhile, in Afghanistan, the shortcomings of the mujahideen— 
their propensity for bloody infighting, their inability to forge a com- 
mon front, and their lackluster military performance against the Na- 
jibullah regime—prompted renewed but still unsuccessful diplomatic 
efforts to work out a political compromise. Eager for the return home 
of the more than three million Afghan refugees living in Pakistan, Be- 
nazir Bhutto favored some sort of accommodation. She remained po- 
litically too weak, however, to break with the mujahideen and their ISI 
backers. 

During a January 1990 visit to Pakistan, Undersecretary of State for 
Political Affairs Robert Kimmitt, who had replaced Michael Armacost 
as the top State Department official dealing with Afghanistan, found it 
hard to define a possible solution. When he met the mujahideen leaders 
in Peshawar, they complained bitterly about alleged bad treatment by 
the United States and maintained their hard line against a compromise 
with Najibullah. In Islamabad, the Pakistanis painted a far more opti- 
mistic picture of mujahideen prospects for defeating the Najibullah 
regime than the Americans thought was justified. In keeping with the 
policy of avoiding substantive contact with the communist government 
and in the absence of an official presence in Kabul, the American visitor 
had no discussions with the Najibullah regime, which stubbornly clung . 
to power.” 


The Kashmir Insurgency 


About the time that the Soviets were withdrawing their troops from 
Afghanistan, the long-smoldering dispute between India and Pakistan 
over Kashmir unexpectedly became more active and dangerous. This 
development soured the improvement in India-Pakistan relations that 
had occurred after Benazir Bhutto took office and established good 
personal relations with India’s prime minister, Rajiv Gandhi. Inter- 
ference by New Delhi in Kashmiri politics after the death of Sheikh 
_ Mohammed Abdullah in 1982 had already upset disaffected Kashmiri 
Muslim youth. Until New Delhi’s flagrant manipulation of the 1987 
State elections, however, alienated young Kashmiris had largely been 
willing to express dissatisfaction with Indian rule peacefully. But after 
the 1987 elections, they began to adopt more violent protest tactics. 
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These gave birth to the insurgency that wracked Kashmir and raised 
India-Pakistan tensions throughout the decade of the 1990s.°° 

On December 8, 1989, members of the Jammu and Kashmir Liber- 
ation Front, a major dissident group, kidnapped Rubaiya Sayeed, the 
daughter of India’s home minister, Mufti Mohammed Sayeed, a Kash- 
miri Muslim. After the Kashmiri state government effectively col- 
lapsed in the face of ensuing statewide disturbances, New Delhi im- 
posed direct rule. As the insurgency became more violent, security 
forces responded harshly. Far from weakening the dissidents, India’s 
heavy-handed tactics helped to radicalize the insurgents. 

Although Pakistan did not start the uprising in Kashmir, the tempta- 
tion to fan the flames was too great for Islamabad to resist. Using 
guerrilla-warfare expertise gained during the Afghan war, Pakistan’s ISI 
began to provide active backing for Kashmiri Muslim insurgents. The 
support, supply, and training system that had been developed for the war 
in Afghanistan was redirected to aid the Kashmiri struggle against Indian 
rule. Quite apart from providing a means to support self-determination 
for Kashmir—long at the core of Pakistan’s foreign policy—helping the 
insurgency was also regarded as a fit way to pay India back for its sup- 
port of the East Pakistani independence movement and the dismember- 
ment of Pakistan in 1971. 

Frustrated by its inability to put down the uprising, New Delhi 
strengthened its security forces in Kashmir and blamed Pakistan for 
the troubles. As India continued to build up its military and paramil- 
itary presence, artillery and mortar exchanges became more frequent 
and intense across the previously quiet line of control, the de facto 
but porous frontier separating the Indian- and Pakistani-held parts of 
Kashmir. In early 1990, unusually large-scale Indian military deploy- 
ments and parallel Pakistani troop movements caused a sharp rise in 
tension between the two countries. India’s prime minister, V. P. Singh, 
who had defeated Rajiv Gandhi in the 1989 elections, raised the 
temperature further by publicly speaking of the possibility of an 
India-Pakistan war. 

In New Delhi and Islamabad, Ambassadors William Clark and 
Robert Oakley became concerned about the possibility of conflict be- 
tween the two neighbors.*° In Washington, Undersecretary of State 
Kimmitt warned of a “growing risk of miscalculation which could lead 
events to spin dangerously out of control.”°’ What especially worried 
the Americans was that a new India-Pakistan war might involve the 
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use of nuclear weapons. Although New Delhi had not exploded a nu- 
clear device since its 1974 test, U.S. experts assumed that India in the 
intervening fifteen years had developed a weapons capability. They 
also believed that Pakistan’s program had reached the point where 
Islamabad could quickly take the final step of assembling a nuclear 
device. 


The Gates Mission 


In an exercise of preventive diplomacy, President Bush sent his deputy 
national security adviser, Robert Gates, to South Asia in May 1990.°° 
Gates cautioned Pakistani and Indian leaders against the use of force 
and proposed a series of confidence-building measures to reduce the 
risk of conflict. In his talks in Islamabad, he stressed the firm U.S. view 
that India would soundly defeat Pakistan in any military clash.*” Gates 
also expressed concern about Pakistan’s active support of the insur- 
gency in Kashmir, stressing that the United States regarded this as an 
extremely dangerous activity. The flat denial by Pakistani officials that 
they were helping the Kashmiri resistance “was not a confidence 
builder” with the visitors.*° 

The threat of an India-Pakistan war receded and the two countries 
agreed on their own to undertake a number of confidence-building 
measures. These included setting up hot lines and arranging for ad- 
vanced notice regarding troop movements. In retrospect, it is not clear 
how threatening the situation actually was, but almost certainly inves- 
tigative journalist Seymour Hersh was wrong in claiming in his 
March 29, 1993, New Yorker article, “On The Nuclear Edge,’ that 
Pakistan was readying a nuclear strike.*! 

Significantly, the Gates mission received a friendlier welcome in 
India than in Pakistan—the first time this had happened since the Carter 
administration and a signal of the rapidly changing climate in U.S.- 
Pakistan relations. Ghulam Ishaq, by nature quite formal, was stiff dur- 
ing the discussions and Beg was at times “accusatory and confronta- 
tional.”** Gates’s tough words about ISI support for the Kashmiri 
_ Insurgency were one reason for the cool reception in Islamabad. The 
warning that Gates delivered about the Pakistani nuclear program was 
another. 

By May 1990, U.S. intelligence analysts had concluded that Pakistan 
had taken the final step toward “possession” of a nuclear weapon by 
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machining uranium metal into bomb cores. Washington no longer had 
any doubts that Pakistan had crossed the line.*? When Gates raised the 
issue with the president and the army chief of staff, they vehemently 
disagreed, asserting that Pakistan’s nuclear capability had not changed 
from the previous year. Unless Pakistan melted down the bomb cores 
that it had produced, the visitor warned, Bush would not be able to 
issue the Pressler amendment certification needed to permit the contin- 
ued flow of military and economic aid.** When the Pakistanis denied 
that they had “crossed the line,’ Foreign Minister Yaqub recalled 
Gates’s commenting, “If it waddles like a duck, if it quacks like a duck, 
then maybe it is a duck.” 

Benazir Bhutto, the Pakistani leader most adept in dealing with the 
Americans, was traveling in the Middle East and did not meet Gates. 
U.S. officials believed that she tried to avoid talking with Gates, but she 
has said that this was not the case.*° When the prime minister returned 
home, Ambassador Oakley laid out the problem and cautioned her that 
Pakistan was “committing suicide” so far as relations with the United 
States were concerned—unless it agreed to roll back its nuclear capa- 
bility. The envoy was similarly frank in separate conversations with 
Ghulam Ishaq and Beg. Apart from denying that Pakistan had advanced 
the program, the response was one of disbelief that the Americans 
would actually implement draconian Pressler amendment sanctions. 

By this time, the relations between Benazir Bhutto and the other two 
troika members had badly deteriorated. Neither the army chief of staff 
nor the president were talking with the prime minister. As Oakley put 
it, “There was no way the three of them could come together to address 
this issue. . . . They kept hoping that it wasn’t going to happen. . . . 
They were in a state of denial. So I kept putting it in front of them and 
nothing ever happened.”*’ 

The political storm cloud that had been gathering over the prime 
minister’s head finally burst on August 6, 1990. Invoking the eighth 
amendment to the constitution, which Zia had adopted in 1985 to en- 
sure presidential supremacy, Ghulam Ishag dismissed Benazir Bhutto, 
dissolved the National Assembly, and called for new elections on 
October 24, 1990. The president charged the prime minister with cor- 
ruption, nepotism, and other acts “in contravention of the Constitution 
and the law.” The principal target for corruption charges was not 
Benazir herself, but her husband, who allegedly had made large sums 
of money through exploiting his wife’s position.*® 
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In Washington, the State Department called Benazir Bhutto’s dis- 
missal “an internal matter for the people of Pakistan to decide” but 
warned about “any action” that would upset the democratic process. 
Democratic members of Congress, who were friendly to the prime min- 
ister, were more critical. Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan (D-N.Y.), 
chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee’s Near East and 
South Asia Subcommittee, said that the action “would surely strain 
U.S.-Pakistan relations”? 

On August 2, 1990, just four days before Ghulam Ishaq removed 
Benazir Bhutto from office, Iraq seized Kuwait to touch off the Persian 
Gulf crisis. After Saddam Hussein defied the UN Security Council’s 
call for him to withdraw, the United States commenced a military 
buildup in Saudi Arabia and sought the active support of other nations 
in forming an anti-Saddam coalition. On August 13, 1990, the caretaker 
government in Islamabad decided to back the coalition, announcing 
that Pakistan was prepared to send troops to help defend Saudi Arabia, 
long a close friend and a major source of financial aid. Among those 
endorsing the decision was the chief of army staff, Aslam Beg.” 


The Pressler Axe Falls - 


Just as the Bush administration was coming to grips with the Persian 
Gulf crisis, it had to decide what to do about the Pressler amendment 
certification for Pakistan. The facts were no longer in doubt. With one 
voice, the intelligence community told the president that Pakistan ““DOS- 
sessed” a nuclear device. George Bush had scant wiggle room to avoid 
imposing sanctions. After “hedging and fussing” as long as possible, 
the president reluctantly accepted the interagency recommendation that 
he not issue the certification. According to Scowcroft, Bush was “gen- 
uinely sad” about taking the action but felt that his hands were tied.>! 
When Oakley returned to Islamabad from home leave in mid-September 
1990, he carried a presidential letter informing the Pakistanis of the 
decision.” 

After October 1, 1990, passed without the certification, the $564 
_ million economic and military aid program approved for fiscal year 
1991 was frozen. At the time, Pakistan was the third-highest recipient 
of U.S. aid; only Israel and Egypt received more assistance. Although 
Jimmy Carter had twice suspended aid, George Bush’s action hurt 
much more and had substantially greater impact. The loss of nearly 
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$300 million of arms and other military supplies a year was a heavy 
blow to Pakistan’s defense establishment. All U.S. military assistance 
and government-to-government transfers of weapons and equipment 
were halted in their tracks. Caught in the ban were the F-16 aircraft that 
Pakistan had purchased from the General Dynamics Corporation. The 
U.S. government refused to permit the Pakistanis to take possession of 
the planes, which ended up in storage at Davis-Monthan Air Force 
Base, near Tucson, Arizona. Although the U.S.-Pakistani military-to- 
military relationship was more limited and less intimate than during the 
alliance years of the 1950s and 1960s, it had, nonetheless, become 
substantial, especially the links between the two air forces. 

Pressler sanctions had a less immediate impact on economic devel- 
opment, since they barred only new assistance commitments. AID was 
able to continue to implement programs that were already under way 
and to disburse: funds from roughly $1 billion still in the pipeline. 
Nonetheless, this action had considerable negative effect. During the 
1980s, along with remittances from workers abroad, a surge of foreign 
aid led by the Americans greatly benefited Pakistan. Although the 
country enjoyed competent, if conservative, economic management 
during the Zia years, after 1988, popularly elected governments proved 
less disciplined financial managers. The loss of U.S. aid and the policy 
rigor that the Americans demanded added significantly to the problems 
that were beginning to weaken the Pakistani economy.” 

The Bush administration made a half-hearted attempt to delay 
sanctions in order to give the government that Pakistanis would elect 
in October 1990 a chance to deal with the nuclear problem. When the 
State Department floated the idea on Capitol Hill, the reaction was 
negative. Opposition by administration critics such as Senators John 
Glenn (D-Ohio) and Alan Cranston (D-Calif.) was to be expected, but 
even Republicans were against the idea. As Senator William Cohen 
(R-Maine) declared, “If we lower our [nuclear] standards again, who 
is pone to take the standard seriously?” The administration backed 
effi" 

In mid-October 1990, Yaqub Khan, who stayed on as foreign minis- 
ter in the caretaker government, flew to Washington in the hope of find- 
ing some way of getting around Pressler sanctions. When he met with 
Secretary of State Baker, Yaqub offered to freeze Pakistan’s nuclear 
program if the United States lifted the sanctions. Baker replied that this 
was not good enough. In order for the president to make the required 
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Pressler amendment certification, Pakistan had to destroy its nuclear 
bomb cores and “roll back its capability to the other side of the line.” 
The secretary of state added that, “as a lawyer,” he had been uneasy 
about the certification in 1989 and could not recommend it be issued 
again unless Pakistan accepted U.S. conditions. When Yaqub declared 
that a rollback was not possible, the die was cast. The foreign minister 
found Baker cold and lacking in sympathy for his country.”° 

The reaction in Islamabad to the imposition of sanctions was one 
of disbelief, shock, and anger. The Americans had threatened fte- 
quently that trouble lay ahead but in the end had always found a way 
to avoid punishing Pakistan. Although warned explicitly in 1990 that 
the Pressler axe was going to fall, the Pakistanis had not expected that 
the United States would actually carry through with the threat. The 
free press in Pakistan bitterly denounced the U.S. action as unfair, 
anti-Islamic, and discriminatory. Pakistanis were particularly incensed 
that Pressler amendment sanctions penalized only their country and 
did not punish India, which had actually exploded a nuclear device in 
1974. They charged that the United States had once more—as in 
1965—proved to be a “fickle friend.” Observers commented acidly, 
“With the Afghan War over, the United States no longer need[s] 
Pakistan. You Americans have discarded us like a piece of used 
Kleenex.” 

The secrecy that surrounded Pakistan’s nuclear program and U.S. in- 
telligence efforts to learn its status make it difficult to know with cer- 
tainty what actually happened in 1990. U.S. officials were firmly con- 
vinced that Pakistan had relaunched the program and had taken the 
final step toward “possessing” a bomb by machining uranium metal 
into nuclear weapon cores,”’ thereby disregarding Washington’s warn- 
ings and its own pledges. The Americans admit that Pakistan may have 
had the capability earlier than 1990 but stress that the intelligence 
community reach a definitive conclusion only in 1990.°° 

Most Pakistanis assert that the bomb capability had been achieved 
by 1988 and that Islamabad had therefore not violated any understand- 
ing with the United States or crossed any new lines in 1990. As Benazir 
Bhutto put it, “We had both the nuclear capability and American aid. 
Why would we upset the bargain?””’ In the Pakistani view, the United 
States had moved the nuclear goalposts in 1990 by replacing “Stay 
where you are” with the tougher requirement of “Roll back your nu- 
clear capability” through the destruction of bomb cores. General Beg 


Bush: The Partnership Collapses 311 


expressed a view that most senior Pakistanis shared: with the Afghan 
war over the United States no longer needed to look the other way on 
the nuclear issue, and it let the Pressler axe fall. 

Conceivably, the Pakistanis were simply dissembling and, as the 
Americans alleged, had reactivated the program to machine bomb cores 
in 1990. It is also possible that the capability was achieved earlier (as 
Pakistanis claim) but that U.S. analysts did not reach a firm conclusion 
about this until 1990. Since the intelligence community assessments 
were based on information collected clandestinely rather than firsthand 
knowledge, such a time lag is not implausible. 

Whatever the actual facts, the imposition of Pressler sanctions 
marked a major benchmark in U.S.-Pakistan relations. The action ef- 
fectively ruptured the bilateral security partnership that had flourished 
during the 1980s. Although the links would almost certainly have 
weakened after the end of the Cold War, there would not have been 
such a sudden and near-total break. Both economic and military aid 
programs would have continued, probably at reduced levels of funding. 
The Bush administration, Brent Scowcroft stressed, wanted to maintain 
a friendly relationship with Pakistan, regretted having to impose sanc- 
tions, but felt its hand was forced.®! 


Nawaz Sharif Takes Charge 


As the Pressler sanctions began to bite, Pakistan was once more en- 
gaged in a heated election. To some extent, the bitter 1990 campaign 
was a rerun of the 1988 contest between the heirs of Zulfikar Bhutto 
and Zia. This time Zia’s man, Nawaz Sharif, and his Pakistan Muslim 
League-led coalition won handily with the backing of the ISI and 
much of Pakistani officialdom. In the campaign, Sharif charged that 
Benazir Bhutto, in addition to being corrupt and incompetent, had sold 
out to American nuclear “imperialism, blackmail and exploitation.” 
When Oakley, in a speech to the Asia Society in Washington, D.C., as- 
serted that Benazir was being singled out for corruption while others 
were being overlooked, he was pejoratively dubbed “the Viceroy.”™ 
After the votes were counted, Bhutto’s PPP won only 45 seats in the 
National Assembly, while Sharif’s coalition elected 105 members. 
Although foreign observers found a substantial number of election 
irregularities, the State Department judged that the polling was “gen- 
erally fair.” In Oakley’s view, the Muslim League had won because its 
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supporters had worked harder and were better organized at the grass 
roots than the PPP. 

Soft-spoken, forty-one-year-old Sharif was a new type of political 
leader. He represented the rising Punjabi urban classes rather than tradi- 
tional rural landlord elites like the Bhuttos. Sharif’s policies were more 
pro-business than Benazir Bhutto’s and were closer to those of Islamic 
groups, in line with the views of his political godfather, Zia ul-Hagq. 

Shortly after the new prime minister took office, right-wing religious 
parties and more conservative members of the ruling coalition pressed 
for a change in Pakistan’s anti-Saddam policy in the Persian Gulf cri- 
sis. Although Sharif initially expressed doubts about the approach, he 
eventually accepted the Foreign Ministry view that it was in Pakistan’s 
best interest to oppose Saddam. Iraq, the ministry pointed out, was a 
longtime friend of India and had never supported Pakistan on Kashmir. 
Saudi Arabia, on the other hand, was an intimate friend and an impor- 
tant source of financial aid. The policy would please the Americans and 
perhaps facilitate an easing of Pressler amendment sanctions. During 
internal discussions, Beg did not Ou to maintaining Pakistan’s sup- 
port for the anti-Saddam coalition.“ 

It therefore came as a total surprise when the chief of army staff ad- 
vocated the opposite position in an address to officers on January 28, 
1991. In his talk—during the height of the U.S. bombing campaign 
against Irag—Beg expressed sympathy for Saddam, criticized Saudi 
Arabia for toeing the So S. line, and charged that the Gulf War was part 
of “Zionist” strategy. A day or two later, the chief of army staff pub- 
licly repeated these views, making it clear that he was at odds with his 
government’s position.®° With the backing of the president, Sharif put 
his foot down. Although the prime minister did not dismiss Beg, he or- 
dered him to stay in line with official policy. The chief’s senior army 
seu aces did not share his pro-Iraq views and supported Sharif’s 
stance.°’ Public opinion, however, was with Beg. An opinion poll taken 
in Pakistan on January 19, 1991, revealed “overwhelming” support for 
Saddam.°* 

Given the politically powerful position of the chief of army staff and 
his key role in the nuclear program, Beg’s support for the Iraqis raised 
eyebrows in Washington and hardly eased the already difficult task of 
trying to find a mutually satisfactory solution to the Pressler problem. 
According to Oakley, Beg had by then demonstrated that he was erratic 
and heavily influenced by Iranian thinking. In early 1990, for example, 
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Beg, who was a member of the Shi’a community, returned from a visit 
to Tehran convinced that Iran’s support would enable Pakistan to win a 
war with India. When Oakley offered a briefing on Iranian capabilities 
by U.S. regional commander Gen. Norman Schwarzkopf, Beg brushed 
off the U.S. envoy, saying that the Americans would never tell him the 
truth about Iran.” 


Nuclear Standoff 


Within the Bush administration, few were happy about the Pakistan 
sanctions. The Pentagon was especially sorry about the rupture in 
cooperative-security ties. The U.S. military liked its Pakistani counter- 
parts and was unhappy with the strain in relations. Despite Beg’s pro- 
Saddam stance, many in the Defense Department and elsewhere in the 
Bush administration thought that Islamabad could play a helpful role in 
support of U.S. interests in the Persian Gulf and regarded Pakistan as a 
force for moderation in the Islamic world. 

At immediate issue in 1991 was whether the Pakistanis would con- 
tinue to pay for the stranded F-16s. In part to help the financially trou- 
bled General Dynamics Corporation, with whom Pakistan had con- 
tracted to purchase the aircraft, the Pentagon urged Islamabad not to 
stop payments—even though deliveries were frozen by the Pressler 
amendment. Defense Department officials asserted that nonpayment 
would breach the F-16 contract and make it harder to gain congres- 
sional support for an easing or lifting of Pressler sanctions. After con- 
sidering various options, including invoking a penalty clause to avoid 
further payments, Pakistan followed the Pentagon’s advice. As a result, 
even though the F-16s remained mothballed on the western desert 
sands of Arizona, the U.S. supplier received an additional several hun- 
dred million dollars before Pakistan finally suspended disbursements 
in 1993.7) 

Although privately angry about American sanctions, the Sharif gov- 
ernment reacted in a subdued public manner. It saw little gain from any 
further strain in relations with the United States, which remained a part- 
ner in the struggle against the communists in Afghanistan. It still hoped 
that the breach with Washington would be temporary and that some 
way could be found to resume U.S. aid. In June 1991, the prime minis- 
ter sent Akram Zaki, the secretary-general of the foreign ministry, to 
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Washington to test the waters about a possible settlement of the nuclear 
issue. Zaki brought no change in the Pakistani position, reiterating that 
Islamabad was willing to stop production of enriched uranium and 
weapon cores but was unwilling to destroy its existing cores. As the 
U.S. stance remained unaltered, sanctions continued. ’” 

At the same time, to improve Pakistan’s overall image, Islamabad 
unveiled an ambitious diplomatic initiative calling for a five-power 
conference to consider a ban on nuclear weapons in South Asia. The 
proposed conferees were the United States, the Soviet Union, China, 
India, and Pakistan. Washington showed interest in the idea. New 
Delhi, however, was upset by the inclusion of China. India’s rejection 
of the proposal rendered it moot.” 

In November 1991, Undersecretary of State for Security Affairs 
Reginald Bartholomew traveled to Islamabad to continue the nuclear 
dialogue. Ghulam Ishaq, who served as the principal Pakistani spokes- 
person on the nuclear issue, and not Nawaz Sharif, presented the visi- 
tor with a methodical and labored recitation of the correspondence 
between the two governments regarding the nuclear issue. This history, 
according to Pakistan’s president, showed that the United States did not 
have a legitimate basis for imposing sanctions in 1990. Ghulam Ishaq 
urged Washington to show more understanding for his country’s secu- 
rity situation and find some way around legislative barriers. 

An unimpressed Bartholomew replied that it was Pakistan that was 
out of line with U.S. laws. “We can’t change our policies. You have to 
change yours,” the undersecretary bluntly declared. Finding that the 
discussion was not leading anywhere, Bartholomew stood up, said, 
“Thank you for your time, Mr. President,” and walked out of the room. 
The Pakistanis were taken aback by the abrupt end of the meeting. 
“What did I say that was wrong?” a red-faced Ghulam Ishaq asked, 
slumping back into his chair.” The next day, after consulting Sharif, 
Foreign Secretary Shahryar Khan met with the undersecretary to try to 
smooth things over. More polished and suave than the president, 
Shahryar told Bartholomew that the Pakistanis accepted that there was 
a difference of views over the nuclear issue but felt that the United 
States was trying to bully them.’”° 

The impasse between Islamabad and Washington continued. As 
then-journalist Maleeha Lodhi wrote in November 1991, “The U:S. 
reading of the Pressler Amendment and what it required Pakistan to do 
had not changed. . . . For their part, Pakistani officials insisted that the 
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country’s [nuclear] programme remained within the limits set by 
Pressler.””’ 

In early 1992, Shahryar tried a new and different approach during a 
visit to Washington: to come straight with the Americans. In a meeting 
with Washington Post staff members, the foreign secretary stated on the 
record that Pakistan had the capability to make a nuclear bomb. Pak- 
istan possessed, he declared, “elements which, if put together, would 
become a device.” He explained that his purpose in being frank was to 
“avoid credibility gaps” caused by earlier Pakistani statements.’® AlI- 
though Shahryar’s candor impressed U.S. officials, it did not lead to a 
change in sanctions policy. 

When Abida Hussein, a prominent Pakistan Muslim League politi- 
cian, arrived in Washington to become her country’s envoy in 1992, 
she heard much pleasant talk about the importance of bettering U.S.- 
Pakistan relations and finding some way to ease Pressler amendment 
sanctions. But the new ambassador soon concluded that the words were 
essentially diplomatic soft-soap with little substance behind them. Her 
personal assessment was that in the post-Cold War era the United 
States “had about as much interest in Pakistan as Pakistan had in the 


Ambassador Abida Hussein presents her credentials to President Bush, March 1992. 
(Courtesy of the George Bush Presidential Library.) 
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Maldives.” Ambassador Hussein found it difficult to get the leadership 
in Islamabad to accept this unpleasant reality.” 


Kashmir and Afghanistan 


The nuclear issue was not the only serious bilateral problem in the early 
1990s. Soon after Abida Hussein’s arrival in Washington, Undersecre- 
tary of State for Political Affairs Arnold Kanter warned that if Pakistan 
continued its covert help for the Kashmiri insurgency, it ran the risk of 
being declared a country officially supporting terrorism. “If you get hit 
with this on top of Pressler, that will end the U.S.-Pakistan relation- 
ship,” Kanter stated bluntly.*° His comments were based on credible in- 
telligence reports that the ISI was continuing to provide direct assis- 
tance to the anti-India insurgents, in some cases training and supplying 
Kashmiri Muslims and infiltrating them across the line of control, and 
in other instances enabling mujahideen veterans of the Afghan struggle 
to join in the uprising against Indian rule in Kashmir. 

For Nicholas Platt, who replaced Oakley as U.S. ambassador in Is- 
lamabad in late 1991, the terrorism problem stood at the top of his 
agenda, along with the nuclear problem. “I raised this issue at every 
level from the prime minister on down.’ Platt stated. Initially, the Pak- 
istanis denied that the ISI was involved and claimed that “there are pri- 
vate institutions and private people that may be doing this but not us.” 
The Pakistani government, the response went—much as it had in the 
case of the Afghan war—was offering only political and moral support 
for the Kashmiri insurgency. Later, according to Platt, officials ac- 
knowledged that the ISI had been providing more concrete help but 
claimed that this had stopped.*! 

According to Shahryar, the foreign office and the ISI disagreed 
about how to respond to U.S. pressure. The foreign office stressed the 
consequences of failing to heed U.S. warnings; the ISI favored contin- 
uing direct support for the Kashmiri insurgents and expressed skepti- 
cism that Washington would actually designate Pakistan a “terrorist 
state.” In the end, Sharif sided with the foreign office and reined in the 
_ IST enough for Pakistan to avoid being tagged a state sponsor of terror- 
ism, along with “rogue states” such as Libya, North Korea, and Iran.*? 

Meanwhile, the war in Afghanistan was dragging on with no ap- 
parent end in sight. Racked by internal infighting and increasingly 
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split along ethnic lines, the mujahideen remained unable to oust Na- 
jibullah from power. Shortly before ending his assignment, Oakley 
summed up the situation in an interview: “Unfortunately [a] lack of 

. . cohesion [in the Afghan resistance] on the political side has been 
matched in recent months by similar disarray on the military side with 
the overall result that [Najibullah] and his supporters emerge relatively 
stronger and more secure while the supporters of the Resistance lose 
interest.”*° 

In September 1991, the United States and the Soviet Union finally 
agreed that they would both stop the supply of military equipment to 
Afghanistan. The accord reached between Secretary of State Baker and 
Foreign Minister Shevardnadze rang down the curtain on one of the last 
remaining U.S.-Soviet Cold War confrontations. With this action, 
Washington effectively washed its hands of Afghanistan, which became 
a second- or third-tier foreign policy issue. As one top State Depart- 
ment official told then—Pakistan country director John Holzman, 
“Afghanistan is no longer on our radar screen’”** 

Shortly thereafter, the disintegration of the Soviet Union following a 
failed coup against Gorbachev radically reshaped the region’s geopolit- 
ical landscape. Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and 
Turkmenistan, the five Central Asian Soviet republics, suddenly became 
independent nations. Although they remained largely dependent on 
economic links with Moscow, the new states sought ties with their 
neighbors to the south, which in turn, and in varying degrees, vied for 
influence in the fledgling countries. Afghanistan gained importance as 
a potentially important corridor for trade and other links between South 
and Central Asia—but only if peace could be restored so that commerce 
could flow freely. 

In Kabul, the sudden demise of the Soviet Union undermined the 
Najibullah regime. The government collapsed in April 1992 after Inte- 
rior Minister Gen. Abdul Rashid Dostum, an Uzbek, deserted to the 
anticommunist cause. Twelve days later, the mujahideen marched tri- 
umphantly into Kabul. But the euphoria of victory was short-lived: 
Afghanistan’s new leaders proved incapable of forming a viable gov- 
ernment. In an arrangement brokered by the Pakistanis, the ISI’s 
favored Pashtun, Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, became prime minister, in 
theory sharing power with two Tajik mujahideen leaders, Professor 
Burhanuddin Rabbani, who became president, and Ahmed Shah 
Masood, the defense minister. Hekmatyar, however, refused to join the 
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coalition and instead launched fierce rocket attacks on Kabul against 
his supposed partners.*° 

Najibullah’s fall thus did not usher in an era of peace. It sadly began 
a new phase of what would become an Afghan civil war in which rival 
factions, divided mainly along ethnic lines—Pashtuns in the south, 
Uzbek and Tajik in the north, and the Shi’a Hazara in the center— 
battled each other. The United Nations continued to sustain a large 
relief and humanitarian aid program and tried with scant success to pro- 
mote a peace settlement. Disappointed by the turn of events, Pakistan 
for a time gave up its efforts to control events in Afghanistan and 
backed the UN peacemakers. Content with a secondary role, the United 
States limited its activities to providing humanitarian aid and verbal 
support for the United Nations. 


U.S. Arms and Chinese Missiles 


On the U.S.-Pakistan bilateral front, Sharif still hoped that things could 
somehow be patched up with Washington and that the United States 
would resume military and economic aid. Neither the prime minister 
nor opposition leader Benazir Bhutto saw gain in risking even worse 
relations with the victor in the Cold War, especially after the disinte- 
gration of the Soviet Union left the United States as the sole remaining 
superpower. With relations with India seriously strained over the Kash- 
miri insurgency and continued uncertainty regarding the future of 
Afghanistan, the uneasy leadership in Islamabad yearned for renewed 
ties with Washington. To avoid further trouble with the Americans, the 
prime minister was willing to risk domestic discontent with pro-Islamic 
groups by blocking a march across the line of control by militant Islamic 
supporters of the anti-India uprising.*° 

Nor was the Bush administration with its “more in sorrow than 
anger” attitude about sanctions totally hard-nosed toward Pakistan. In a 
policy decision that could have gone either way, Washington had de- 
cided to allow Islamabad to purchase military equipment on a com- 
mercial basis, notwithstanding the Pressler amendment. During fiscal 
year 1991, for example, the State Department had approved licenses for 
_ $120 million worth of arms sales, largely for the export of spare parts 
for the F-16 aircraft that Pakistan had received before sanctions were 
imposed. Defending the policy in a February 1992 congressional 
hearing, Secretary of State Baker said that the State Department had 
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concluded that arms sales did not violate the Pressler amendment, 
which explicitly barred only government-financed transfers of equip- 
ment and made no specific reference to commercial transactions. The 
Bush administration stuck to its guns despite sharp criticism by Senator 
Pell and Representative Stephen Solarz, chairman of the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee’s Asia subcommittee, who called the policy “incon- 
sistent with the spirit if not the letter of the law.’*’ 

About this time, a new bilateral problem developed over Pakistan’s 
desire to match India’s growing missile capability. After the failure of 
Islamabad’s own efforts to develop missiles indigenously, Pakistan 
turned for help to its old friend, China. To the dismay of Washington, 
Beijing obliged. Early in 1991, U.S. intelligence picked up indications 
that China might be providing Pakistan with medium-range, mobile 
M-11 missile launchers. Such a transaction, U.S. officials charged, 
would be contrary to the ground rules of the Missile Technology Con- 
trol Regime (MTCR), an international effort to prevent the spread of 
delivery systems for nuclear weapons. Even though China was not a 
party to the MTCR, U.S. law imposed sanctions on countries that vio- 
lated MTCR standards, which prohibited export of missiles capable of 
delivering a payload of more than 500 kilograms over a distance greater 
than 300 kilometers. 

After China disregarded U.S. warnings and shipped the launchers to 
Pakistan, Washington proceeded to impose sanctions, blacklisting the 
Chinese and Pakistani entities involved in the transaction.** Unlike the 
Pressler amendment, MTCR legislation gave the president flexibility in 
the type of punishment that could be imposed. After Baker obtained 
what he thought was agreement by the Chinese to abide by MTCR 
ground rules, Washington lifted the sanctions in February 1992.°° 

The problem did not go away, however. In the waning days of the 
Bush administration, in December 1992, after Bill Clinton had won 
the November presidential elections, U.S. intelligence detected that the 
Chinese had, in fact, provided the Pakistanis with M-11 missiles as well 
as launchers. Beijing disputed that the M-11s violated MTCR guide- 
lines, claiming that their range was slightly under the 300-kilometer 
limit. Although U.S. officials disagreed with the Chinese, the Bush ad- 
ministration decided not to take any action before leaving office and 
passed the decision about whether to impose new and more drastic 
sanctions to the incoming administration.” By this time, the missile 
issue had moved beyond the parameters of U.S.-Pakistan relations to 
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become embroiled in the emotionally charged U.S. domestic political 
debate over relations with China after the bloody crackdown in 1989 on 
the prodemocracy demonstrators in Beijing’s Tiananmen Square. 
When George Bush left office in 1993, the glue of the Cold War and 
the common struggle against the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan no 
longer cemented U.S.-Pakistan ties. In the absence of other significant 
shared national interests, bilateral differences were all too apparent. For 
Washington, Pakistan had not only lost strategic importance but had be- 
come a nuclear troublemaker and a source of regional instability. For 
Islamabad, the imposition of Pressler amendment nuclear sanctions and 
the turnaround in U.S. policy once more were seen as evidence that the 
United States was fickle, unreliable, and not a true friend of Pakistan. 


liye 


Clinton: Living with a Nuclear Pakistan 


The election of Governor Bill Clinton of Arkansas as president brought 
little cheer to Islamabad. To the Pakistanis, the incoming Democratic 
administration looked liked warmed-over Jimmy Carter. The new pres- 
ident’s emphasis on nuclear nonproliferation, human rights, and 
democracy had a familiar ring. And his secretary of state was the same 
Warren Christopher who, as the number two official in Jimmy Carter’s 
State Department, had sternly lectured Islamabad on the dangers of nu- 
clear proliferation. To underscore the negative, during Christopher’s 
January 16, 1993, Senate confirmation hearings, the secretary-designate 
inexplicably coupled Pakistan with Burma as a country where free 
elections and greater human rights were needed.’ 

Nor did the creation of a Bureau of South Asian Affairs in the State 
Department greatly please the Pakistanis. New Delhi had long sought 
this reorganization, complaining that the Middle East got all the atten- 
tion and South Asia and India were left languishing in the wings of the 
Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs. An influential con- 
gressional friend of India, Rep. Stephen Solarz (D-N.Y.), took up the 
cause and eventually won approval for a separate bureau, over the 
opposition of the State Department.” Clinton’s nominee as the new 
bureau’s assistant secretary was career diplomat Robin Raphel. Junior 
in rank for the job, she was serving as political counselor at the New 
Delhi embassy when nominated.* As a result of the lengthy security 
clearance and Senate confirmation processes, Raphel did not assume 
her new duties until the fall of 1993. 

Meanwhile, the Clinton administration took up where its prede- 
cessor had left off on the terrorism issue. In the Bush administra- 
tion’s waning days, renewed reports of the involvement of Pakistan’s 
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Inter-Services Intelligence Directorate (ISD with groups involved in 
the Kashmiri insurgency had landed Pakistan on the terrorism “watch 
list.’ The new director of central intelligence, James Woolsey, took a 
hard line, warning publicly that Pakistan stood “on the brink.” What 
especially disturbed Washington was the realization that Pakistan was 
harboring hundreds of young Islamic extremists, graduates of guerrilla 
training camps set up during the Afghan war and located near Peshawar 
or just over the border in Afghanistan. The camps had become breed- 
ing grounds for a generation of militant fundamentalists. Camp gradu- 
ates, who included numerous Arabs as well as Pakistanis, not only 
fought the communists in Afghanistan and the Indians in Kashmir but 
maintained close links with terrorists throughout the Islamic world. 
For example, an extremist Egyptian faction sent a fax from Peshawar 
to deny involvement in the bombing of New York’s World Trade 
Center.” 

In April 1993, Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif, worried by the possi- 
bility that Pakistan might end up on the terrorist list, sent the secretary- 
general of the Foreign Ministry, Akram Zaki, to assure the Americans 
that he would put the lid on the extremists.° Secretary of State Christopher 
warned Zaki that the United States expected “action” to curb groups 
engaging in “terrorism.” To back up his assurances, Sharif cracked 
down on Arab extremists within Pakistan, although many of them sim- 
ply shifted across the border into Afghanistan. The prime minister also 
replaced ISI director-general Lt. Gen. Javed N asir, ““a maverick identi- 
fied with religious extremists” and a strong backer of ISI involvement 
in Kashmir.’ 

Direct ISI support for the insurgents tapered off, but retired military 
intelligence personnel and Afghan mujahideen working through the 
Jamaat-i-Islami and other extremist groups with close ties to the ISI 
provided “privatized” help to the Kashmiri dissidents. Even though the 
change was to some extent cosmetic, it proved sufficient for the State 
Department not to take the extreme step of pinning the “terrorist state” 
label on Pakistan.® 

Lamenting the turn of events, Foreign Secretary Shahryar Khan 
commented ruefully to the Washington Post, “We fought the Afghan 
War for 14 years, and now people who were committed to our side are 
suddenly seen as villains and branded as terrorists.’ For the Ameri- 
cans, the mujahideen freedom fighters in the struggle against the Red 
Army in Afghanistan had, in effect, become terrorists after they joined 
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the Kashmiri insurgents in their struggle against India. For the Pakista- 
nis, however, backing the Kashmiri quest for self-determination was as 
just a cause as was the struggle of the Afghans to oust the Red Army 
from their homeland. 

In spite of the fact that the U.S. decision, as journalist and later am- 
bassador to Washington Maleeha Lodhi wrote, removed “the noose of 
terror,’!° the Clinton administration did Islamabad no favors in enforc- 
ing Pressler amendment sanctions. Washington insisted on the return of 
six aging frigates leased to Pakistan, which had provided the bulk of the 
navy’s firepower. Although the U.S. Navy intended to scrap the vessels, 
American officials were adamant that Pakistan give back the frigates 
and even insisted that it pay for their transit to Singapore, where the 
ships were broken up for scrap." 

By 1993, the economic aid pipeline had also run dry. Since Pressler 
sanctions barred any new assistance commitments, this put the United 
States, long Pakistan’s major source of development help, out of the aid 
business. Because the Pressler amendment did not bar humanitarian 
help, private U.S. charities, such as CARE (Cooperative for American 
Relief Everywhere) and Catholic Relief Service, continued to distribute 
modest amounts of food aid. The Pressler amendment also permitted 
assistance to counter the narcotics problem. Thus, the United States 
was able to maintain an antidrug program that provided about $2 mil- 
lion annually to the Pakistanis. 

Indeed, one of most negative byproducts of the Afghan war was the 
surge in the production, traffic, and use of illegal drugs. During the war 
years, the lucrative cultivation of opium poppies had shifted from 
Afghanistan to remoter parts of the rugged Pathan tribal belt of the 
Northwest Frontier Province, an area where the central government’s 
control was traditionally weak. By the early 1990s, Pakistan was pro- 
ducing an estimated one-fifth of the heroin consumed in the United 
States. Domestic addiction, which before the Afghan war had been 
minor, had become a serious social malady in Pakistan. In 1988, the 
United Nations estimated that the country had more than a million 
addicts. Five years later, in 1993, the UN estimate put the number of 
addicts at 1.7 million, or nearly 1.5 percent of Pakistan’s population.'* 

Prior Pakistani prime ministers—Zia, Benazir Bhutto, and Nawaz 
Sharif—had all responded positively to U.S. and UN pressures to 
address the narcotics problem. But Islamabad was better at promising 
action than at implementing antidrug programs. In 1993, the Pakistan 
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Narcotics Control Board was so starved for funds that it was five years 
behind in reimbursing some officials. The telephone company had dis- 
connected its phone lines because of nonpayment of bills by the cash- 
strapped control board.'* The enormous potential for financial gain 
from the illegal drug trade led to widespread bribery of officials. Given 
lax anticorruption standards in Pakistan, profits from drug trafficking 
flowed into many pockets. The massive influx of high-powered 
weaponry during the Afghan war provided further yeast for narcotics 
trafficking—in addition to fueling the rise of violence in Pakistan. 


Nawaz Sharif Out; Benazir Bhutto Back 


By early 1993, Sharif had served more than two years as prime minis- 
ter. His record was mixed: he had carried out a number of reforms to 
liberalize the economy, but his reputation as a can-do leader was tar- 
nished by reports of widespread corruption and a penchant for flashy 
but questionable schemes, such as making thousands of small, im- 
ported taxicabs available at below-market prices. The prime minister 
and President Ghulam Ishaq Khan, both staunch conservatives who had 
worked closely with Zia, were natural political allies. N onetheless, they 
managed to entangle themselves in a messy quarrel triggered by 
Sharif’s attempt to trim the presidency’s powers.“ 

The upshot of their brawl was that, on April 19, 1993, the president 
dismissed the prime minister for corruption and maladministration. It 
was a repeat performance of his removal of Benazir Bhutto two and a 
half years before. But a month later, in May 1993, the Supreme Court 
of Pakistan, in an unprecedented judgment, overturned the president’s 
action and restored Sharif as prime minister. The two leaders then bat- 
tled publicly until the army intervened to force them both to resign on 
July 19, 1993. Moen Quereshi, a retired World Bank vice president, 
who had lived outside Pakistan for many years, was named head of a 
caretaker government to hold office until new elections took place in 
October 1993.'° 

Quereshi surprised the country by adopting a series of anti-corruption 
measures and economic reforms. When his government publicly named 
defaulters on loans of more than one million rupees (approximately 
$35 thousand), both Benazir Bhutto and Sharif were on the list. The 
authorities revealed that Benazir Bhutto had given friends and 
supporters land worth $160 million and Sharif had awarded a more 
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modest $6.6 million. Quereshi put a stop to the lavish imported-taxicab 
scheme, devalued the Pakistani rupee, gave the State Bank of Pakistan 
greater independence, and introduced the first income tax on the 
“‘feudals”—the large landlords who continued to dominate rural Punjab 
and Sindh. The caretaker government stopped payments to the General 
Dynamics Corporation for the F-16s that were still stored in Arizona, 
their shipment blocked by Pressler amendment sanctions. During 
Quereshi’s three months in office, Pakistan’s foreign exchange reserves 
rose from $180 million to $448 million and the economy began to 
move in a more positive direction.'° 

At about this time, the Clinton administration had to address the 
M-11 missile issue that George Bush had left unresolved. Candidate 
Clinton had lambasted Bush for being too gentle with Beiying over 
human rights abuses and missile exports to countries such as Pakistan. 
Once president, however, Clinton shifted ground, supporting dialogue 
and engagement with China and the extension of most-favored-nation 
(MEN) trade status. Still, it was difficult for Clinton to duck the 
awkward question of how to deal with China’s sending M-11 missile 
components and technology to Pakistan, the focus of much congres- 
sional attention and criticism.'’ 

In July 1993, Secretary of State Christopher warned Chinese foreign 
minister Qian Qichen, when they met in Singapore, that Beijing might 
face sanctions because of the missile exports. The Chinese responded 
that the reports were a “fabrication,” denying that they had violated 
their promise to abide by the rules of the Missile Technology Control 
Regime (MTCR).'® The State Department concluded otherwise and, a 
month later, on August 25, 1993, imposed a major trade sanction—a 
two-year ban on U.S. exports to China affecting nearly $1 billion worth 
of military-related goods, electronics, aircraft, and space systems. In 
addition to aggravating relations with Beijing, the sanctions hurt im- 
portant American business interests, especially high-technology com- 
panies, which faced the loss of substantial sales to China.” 

For their part, Pakistani authorities admitted that they had received 
M-11 missiles from China but claimed that the weapons did not exceed 
the limits imposed by the MTCR—.e., a range of not more than 300 
kilometers and a carrying capacity of no more than 500 kilos.” Along 
with sanctions against China, the United States imposed parallel 
restrictions on high-technology exports to Pakistan, but these restric- 
tions had little economic impact. In fact, Pakistan was largely a 
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bystander in the M-11 missile controversy, which Washington addressed 
almost entirely in the context of U.S.-China relations.2! 

On October 6, 1993, in Pakistan’s third election in five years, the 
voters returned Benazir Bhutto to power. Although the majority her 
Pakistan Peoples Party (PPP) won in the National Assembly depended 
on a smaller coalition partner, Bhutto was able to strengthen her posi- 
tion through the election of Farooq Leghari, a longtime PPP stalwart, 
as president. To protect against opposition charges that she would 
buckle under U.S. pressure on the nuclear issue or relations with India, 
she quickly declared, “[R]olling back the nuclear program is not feasi- 
ble. . . . The nuclear program is linked with the Jammu and Kashmir 
issue. There cannot be peace in the region without the peaceful resolu- 
tion of the Kashmir issue.” 

Pakistan’s foreign policy and security environment had deteriorated 
badly in the five years since Benazir Bhutto had first assumed the of- 
fice in the fall of 1988. Although relations with China, now Pakistan’s 
closest friend, remained intact, the Afghan war partnership with the 
United States had withered. Relations with India, which had seemed so 
promising when Benazir Bhutto and Rajiv Gandhi first met in 1988, 
were once more tense as a consequence of Pakistan’s support for the 
Kashmiri insurgency. Indeed, one unhelpful consequence of Pakistani 
democracy was that Bhutto and Sharif regularly outbid each other in 
demonstrating their toughness against India. 

Pakistan had also failed to harvest the expected rewards of the col- 
lapse of the communist regime in Afghanistan. Islamabad’s hope for a 
friendly, if not subservient, government in Kabul remained an unful- 
filled goal. Relations with the Tajik-dominated Burhanuddin Rabbani 
government had become strained because of continued ISI support for 
Pashtun Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, and also because of Rabbani’s over- 
tures to India. Hekmatyar’s rocket attacks on Kabul caused more dam- 
age and civilian casualties than the Afghan capital had suffered during 
the ten years of the anti-Soviet insurgency. Continued turmoil in 
Afghanistan also frustrated Pakistan’s hope of gaining significant eco- 
nomic benefits from the opening up of trade and economic relations 
with the newly independent Central Asian republics. To make matters 
worse, most Afghan refugees remained in Pakistan, unwilling to return 
to their impoverished and war-torn homeland. 

In March 1994, the Clinton administration launched an ill-fated 
nuclear nonproliferation initiative, announcing its willingness to seek 
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congressional approval to deliver the embargoed F-16s if Pakistan 
agreed to cap its nuclear program and accept what Americans described 
as “nonintrusive” verification. In spite of its rhetoric about a more vig- 
orous nuclear nonproliferation policy, the Clinton administration was, 
in effect, shelving the unrealistic goal of rolling back the Pakistani 
capability and signaling its willingness to live with a freeze in the 
program—something that the Pakistanis had previously offered. The 
rub came in the U.S. desire to be sure that the program was, in fact, 
frozen. Although Washington spoke of “nonintrusive” verification, the 
procedures involved physical inspection of nuclear facilities in addition 
to monitoring by cameras and other technical devices.” 

The nuclear proposal ran into trouble even before Deputy Secretary 
of State Strobe Talbott flew to South Asia in April 1994 to seek Pak- 
istani assent and Indian understanding. After details of the initiative 
were leaked to the press by Senator Larry Pressler (R-S.D.) before the 
administration had completed its soundings with Congress, Islamabad, 
and New Delhi,” Indian-Americans and their congressional friends vo- 
ciferously opposed the release of the F-16s. On the Pakistani side, the 
chief of army staff, Gen. Abdul Waheed, who was visiting the United 
States, made clear his opposition. The army chief declared that the mil- 
itary would not “bargain away Pakistan’s nuclear programme for F-16s 
or anything else.” Were the country’s political leadership willing to 
compromise, the army would certainly make its views known, Waheed 
declared threateningly.~” Given the political power of the military, the 
statement sounded the death knell for the U.S. initiative. 

In any case, after India reacted sourly, the proposal was doomed 
in Pakistan, even if the army had responded positively. Traditionally, 
Islamabad had refused to agree to nonproliferation measures unless 
India also accepted them. Benazir Bhutto told Talbott, “If we are uni- 
laterally pressed for the capping, it will be discriminatory and Pakistan 
will not agree to igee® 


Relations Improve 


Despite the continuing standoff on the nuclear issue, bilateral relations 
began to improve. One reason was the attitude of Robin Raphel. Before 
setting off on her first official visit to the subcontinent in the fall of 
1993, Raphel pleased Islamabad and raised hackles in New Delhi when 
she told journalists that the United States had never accepted the 
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accession of Kashmir to India. Notwithstanding State Department 
“clarification” of Raphel’s statement, the Indian press began to lam- 
baste the assistant secretary, a phenomenon that continued without 
letup during her four years in office. 

Raphel thought that Pakistan remained a potentially useful friend for 
the United States and a force for moderation in the Muslim world. She 
was also skeptical of how far U.S.-India relations would improve— 
despite a friendly May 1994 visit to Washington by Prime Minister 
Narasimha Rao. The cold shoulder that the assistant secretary received 
during her visits to New Delhi and the persistent attacks against her in 
the Indian media hardly improved Raphel’s attitude. In contrast, the 
Pakistanis regularly rolled out the red- Carpet whenever the assistant 
secretary visited Islamabad. | 

Even though the top echelons of the Christopher-led State Depart- 
ment showed only limited interest in South Asia beyond the nonprolif- 
eration issue, one senior official who shared Raphel’s desire for better 
relations with Pakistan was Secretary of Defense William Perry. The 
Pentagon remained unhappy about the break in ties and sou ght ways to 
rebuild the relationship. Like Raphel, the U.S. military considered Pak- 
istan a longtime friend, a potentially helpful partner in western Asia and 
the Middle East, and an important source of forces for burgeoning UN 
peacekeeping missions. The Pakistani army had sent six thousand 
troops to Somalia. Three thousand Pakistani soldiers took part in the 
peacekeeping effort in Bosnia. 

When Perry visited Islamabad in J anuary 1995, he was the first U.S. 

official in several years to suggest any steps to rebuild security cooper- 
ation. The secretary of defense proposed reviving the Pakistan-U.S. 
Consultative Group, which had been established during the Afghan war 
as a vehicle for senior military-to-military discussions. Even though 
Perry doubted that Congress would lift the Pressler amendment sanc- 
tions, he told the media, “I intend to press on, to make the most I can 
of the security relations between the United States and Pakistan. . 
I want to try to make things better”’?’ In her own public comments dur- 
ing Perry’s visit, Benazir Bhutto focused on the F-16 issue: “We want 
either the planes or our money back,” she told Perry. “We think this is 
all very unfair.’*® Adept at dealing with Americans, the prime minister 
sensed that many U.S. officials were uncomfortable with the F-16 
situation and accepted the Pakistani complaint as justified. 
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Raphel found another ally in Senator Hank Brown (R-Colo.), who 
became chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee’s South 
Asia subcommittee after the Republican sweep in the 1994 congres- 
sional elections. Brown told the author that he supported good U.S.- 
India relations, but that a trip to the subcontinent had convinced him 
that the draconian sanctions against Pakistan were damaging U.S. in- 
terests. He recalled being particularly annoyed during a press confer- 
ence in Islamabad when Pressler, who was also on the trip, defended 
the sanctions in terms of preventing an “Islamic bomb,’”” 

Brown initially proposed easing sanctions by lifting the ban on 
economic assistance and releasing all military equipment frozen in the 
United States, including the F-16s. But he dropped the F-16s after he 
concluded that their inclusion would doom the effort to ease sanc- 
tions.°” Despite unhappiness in the arms control community, the 
Clinton administration agreed to back the proposal. The fact that 
Brown was a Republican made the initiative politically more palatable. 

In February 1995, Pakistan won applause in Washington through its 
cooperation in the arrest of Ramsi Yusuf, an Islamic militant believed 
to be the mastermind behind the February 26, 1993, terrorist bombing 
of New York’s World Trade Center that killed six and injured more than 
a thousand people. After Yusuf was spotted in the Philippines, he fled 
to Pakistan and was hiding in a seedy rooming house in Islamabad 
when he was seized. The Pakistanis permitted U.S. law enforcement 
officers to join the raiding party and rapidly approved an extradition 
request, permitting the Federal Bureau of Investigation to fly Yusuf 
back to the United States to stand trial.*! 

The murder of two Americans working at the Karachi consulate gen- 
eral on March 8, 1995, was less helpful to Pakistan’s image. The death 
of the officials dramatized the violence that racked the country’s largest 
city. Ethnic rivalries between native Sindhis and the muhajir commu- 
nity (refugees from India and their descendants, who made up the ma- 
jority of Karachi’s population), as well as bloody infighting within the 
muhajir community, took more than a thousand lives during 1994.°? 
Since Karachi was Pakistan’s commercial hub, the site of much of its 
industry, and its only port, instability there dealt a serious blow to the 
national economy. The violence in Karachi was symptomatic of the 
widespread upswing in lawlessness that followed the massive influx of 
weapons during the Afghan war. The disturbing phenomenon became 
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known as the “Kalashnikov culture,” after the nickname for the standard 
weapon of the mujahideen, the Soviet AK-47. 

In April 1995, Benazir Bhutto paid her second official visit to Wash- 
ington and, according to a senior U.S. official, “once more made a good 
impression on Americans.”>* During the stay, the prime minister’s 
focus was on gaining support for the release of the F-16s and a relax- 
ation of Pressler amendment sanctions. Pakistan, she declared at the 
Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, has “honored 
our contract with America. We want America to honor its contract with 
us.”** President Clinton readily accepted her argument about the F-16s: 
“T don’t think it is right for us to keep the money and the equipment. 
That is not right, and I am going to try to find a resolution to it”? 

When the prime minister pressed for the release of the F-16s, 
Clinton responded that Congress would not agree unless Pakistan gave 
something in return—for example, permitting inspection of nuclear fa- 
cilities. Benazir Bhutto said that this was not possible but argued that 
if the administration made the effort, it could carry the day on Capitol 
Hill. When the president disagreed, there was little the Pakistanis 
could do.*° 


Brown Amendment Adopted 


After the prime minister left Washington, the battle over Senator 
Brown’s desire to ease the Pressler amendment sanctions began in 
earnest. Although the amendment to the foreign assistance act that 
Brown offered maintained the ban on U.S. government arms assistance 
and transfers, it gave the green light for renewed economic assistance, 
loan guarantees by the Overseas Private Investment Corporation, and 
Export-Import Bank lending. It also permitted Pakistan to take posses- 
sion of the military equipment frozen in the United States, except for 
the F-16s, and allowed the resumption of training of Pakistani military 
personnel.*’ Even if Congress was unwilling to appropriate funds to 
repay Pakistan for the stranded F-16s, it agreed that the airplanes could 
be sold elsewhere and the proceeds used to reimburse Islamabad.*® 
In the Senate, Brown and administration Supporters—mainly the De- 
fense Department and the State Department’s South Asia bureau—battled 
a vocal opposition led by Senators Pressler and John Glenn (D-Ohio), 
who were staunch nonproliferation advocates, and by supporters of 
better U.S.-India relations, such as Senators Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
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(D-N.Y.), Paul Sarbanes (D-Md.), and Sander Levin (D-Mich.). The 
fight took on a larger dimension after India, on the recommendation of 
Ambassador Siddhartha Shankar Ray, unwisely entered the lists to 
campaign against the amendment. Sparked by the Indian embassy, the 
million-strong Indian-American ethnic community lobbied vigorously, 
if inaccurately, that passage of the amendment would upset the strate- 
gic balance in South Asia. In fact, Pakistan’s acquisition of the stranded 
arms and equipment would have only a marginal impact on the arms 
balance between the two countries. The smaller but more homogenous 
Pakistani-American ethnic lobby supported the amendment’s passage 
with equal vigor and greater effectiveness. In the end, Brown carried 
the day, largely, he believed, on the basis of “fairness.” The Senate 
approved the amendment by a 55-45 margin on September 21, 1995, 
and the president signed it into law after the joint House-Senate 
committee reconciled the provision later in the year.” 

Islamabad hailed passage of the Brown amendment as a major 
victory; New Delhi blasted it as a severe setback. More-thoughtful 
Pakistanis, however, soon realized that the action provided largely sym- 
bolic relief. The Brown amendment left intact the heart of the Pressler 
sanctions: the ban on U.S. military assistance and government-to- 
government arms transfers. Pakistani officialdom, nonetheless, was 
satisfied. In its view, the Clinton administration had acknowledged the 
inherent unfairness of the Pressler amendment and tried to make 
amends.” In effect, Pakistanis agreed with what Assistant Secretary of 
State Raphel told a Senate hearing: “The key impact of sanctions relief 
is not military or financial. The effect would be primarily in the politi- 
cal realm, creating a sense of faith restored and an unfairness rectified 
with a country and a people who have been loyal friends of the United 
States over the decades.’”! 

Although the Brown amendment removed the bar to economic assis- 
tance, the Clinton administration chose not to re-establish a bilateral aid 
program and gave only modest grants to Pakistani nongovernmental 
organizations, amounting to $2 million a year. Benazir Bhutto recalled 
that when she met Agency for International Development administrator 
Brian Atwood during her April 1995 visit to Washington, he told her 
that there were insufficient funds to restart a bilateral program.” In fact, 
had the Clinton administration wished to do so, it could have provided 
Pakistan’s shaky economy with limited but symbolically important 
help. Although “enlarging democracy” constituted—thetorically at 
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least—a key element of the Clinton foreign policy, the administration 
failed to provide significant support for Pakistan’s still-unsteady system 
of democratic governance. 


Ring Magnets, M-11s, and Drugs 


The Brown amendment did not entirely lift sanctions against countries 
that received help for an unsafeguarded uranium-enrichment facility, 
such as that at Kahuta, but limited their application to transactions that 
occurred after 1994. A major problem, therefore, arose when U.S. 
intelligence concluded that the China Nuclear Energy Industry Corpo- 
ration had sold some five thousand custom-made ring magnets to the 
Kahuta uranium-enrichment facility in 1995, 

Although the transactions involved only $70 thousand, the ring mag- 
nets were made to specification and provided a vital component for the 
high-speed centrifuges that produced Pakistan’s enriched uranium. 
Since the sale occurred in 1995, a year after the cutoff date, the ring 
magnet transaction jeopardized the implementation of the Brown 
amendment and had the potential of further exacerbating bilateral trou- 
bles with China. Under the 1994 nuclear nonproliferation act, the sale 
could have resulted in the suspension of all Export-Import Bank lend- 
ing, if the U.S. government concluded that the Beijing authorities had 
“willfully” approved the ring magnet transfer. Alternatively, a milder 
sanction barring U.S. dealings with the two enterprises involved in the 
sale was possible, if Washington concluded that senior Chinese author- 
ities were unaware of the transaction. 

As the Clinton administration was wrestling with ring magnets, it 
had to face yet another nuclear problem with the Pakistanis. Contrary 
to what Benazir Bhutto had indicated during her April 1995 visit to 
Washington, U.S. intelligence received indications that Islamabad had 
resumed production of weapons-grade uranium. To emphasize the 
administration’s concern about the issue, Deputy National Security 
Adviser Samuel Berger made an unusual and rapid trip to Pakistan in 
January 1996. He warned the prime minister that the Clinton adminis- 
tration would have trouble in implementing the Brown amendment if 
these difficulties continued.” 

The U.S. authorities waited for two months to gauge Pakistan’s 
response and to discuss the ring magnet issue further with the Chinese. 
By March 1996, Washington felt sufficiently comfortable with the 
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situation that it moved ahead to implement a major element of the 
Brown amendment: the release of $368 million of Pakistan-owned mil- 
itary equipment frozen by the Pressler amendment and the refund of 
$120 million for items paid for but not produced before the 1990 sanc- 
tions took effect.* Steering clear of a serious trade and political ruckus 
with China, the Clinton administration also concluded that the Beijing 
authorities had not knowingly approved the ring magnet transaction. 
This enabled the U.S. government to limit sanctions to blacklisting the 
entities directly involved. For their part, the Chinese reportedly told the 
Americans that they would not sell Pakistan this type of specialized 
nuclear equipment in the future.*° 

In the summer of 1996, China’s dealings with Pakistan stirred fresh 
difficulties. The U.S. intelligence community concluded with “high 
confidence” that complete Chinese M-11 missiles were stored in crates 
near the Pakistani air force base at Sarghoda in Punjab and could be de- 
ployed in a matter of days. Another credible report indicated that China 
was assisting Pakistan in setting up a factory, just a few miles from the 
capital city of Islamabad, to manufacture the missiles.*° The intelli- 
gence information put the Clinton administration in an awkward posi- 
tion, since it suggested that the Chinese were not keeping their word 
to abide by MTCR guidelines on missile exports to Pakistan. If Wash- 
ington accepted this assessment, it would have to impose drastic sanc- 
tions that would cost American companies billions of dollars in sales to 
China. In the end, Clinton administration policy makers finessed the 
problem, taking no action on the grounds that the intelligence was 
insufficiently conclusive to justify the imposition of severe sanctions.*’ 

During 1996, narcotics became yet another bilateral point of friction. 
Even though U.S. antinarcotics officials had become accustomed to 
having Islamabad’s promises exceed its achievements, the State 
Department had dutifully certified throughout the 1980s and early 
1990s—as required by U.S. law—that Pakistan was cooperating in the 
fight against the narcotics trade. But in 1996, after Washington found 
Benazir Bhutto’s government singularly sluggish in pursuing well- 
known drug lords, U.S. authorities decided to send a stiffer warning. For 
the first time, the State Department refused to certify Pakistan. Sanc- 
tions were avoided, however, when President Clinton issued a waiver on 
the grounds that punishing Pakistan was not in the national interest.” 
Unlike nuclear legislation, antinarcotics laws provided the president 
with flexibility through the inclusion of broad waiver authority. 
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The possible sale of the F-16s to a third country to generate funds to 
reimburse Pakistan also ran into difficulty. For a time, it looked as if 
Indonesia would purchase nine of the stranded aircraft. But as the 1996 
presidential election campaign began to heat up, so did congressional 
criticism of Indonesia’s crackdown on political dissidents. As a result, 
the Clinton administration decided to avoid stirring trouble by putting 
the F-16 transaction with Indonesia on the shelf until after the new 
Congress convened in January 1997.*” This time it was the Pakistanis, 
not the Americans, who were upset. 


Afghanistan and the Taliban 


In one sensitive foreign policy area—Afghanistan—Islamabad in the 
mid-1990s unexpectedly advanced toward its goal: a friendly regime in 
Kabul, led by the Pashtuns. Pakistan’s chosen instrument was no longer 
mujahideen commander Hekmatyar, but rather the fundamentalist 
Taliban (literally, “students”) movement that emerged suddenly in the 
summer of 1994 around Kandahar, the major city in southern 
Afghanistan. The Taliban were mainly Pashtun refugees who had been 
educated in religious schools (madrassas) in Pakistan’s Baluchistan 
province. These schools were run by the fundamentalist Deobandi sect 
of Sunni Islam and its conservative political party offshoot, the Jamiat- 
e-Ulema Islam.”” In a sense, the Taliban were the most prominent prod- 
uct of Zia’s policy of promoting Islamic schools. In the two 
decades since Zia initiated the pro-madrassa policy in the late 1970s, 
the religious schools had spread widely, in the process spawning a vast 
subculture of youth lettered in the Koran but little else and inculcated 
with religious fanaticism: in essence, they produced cannon fodder for 
the Taliban’s military campaigns. The success of the Taliban in sup- 
pressing unruly mujahideen commanders and imposing peace in and 
around Kandahar came to the attention of Nasrullah Babar, the interior 
minister in the Benazir Bhutto government, who had been close to 
Zulfikar Bhutto and remained close to his daughter. Deciding to take 
the Taliban under his wing, Babar arranged for ISI personnel to provide 
transportation, fuel, communications equipment, and advice to the 
‘movement. To coordinate assistance to the Taliban, Babar established 
an Afghan cell in the Interior Ministry.! 

With the backing and support of Islamabad, the Taliban spread be- 
yond the Kandahar area in the fall of 1995 to become the masters of 
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western as well as southern Afghanistan. As they swept aside local 
mujahideen commanders, the Taliban ranks expanded to some ten thou- 
sand fighters. Defectors from different mujahideen groups, former 
members of the communist Afghan military, and fresh trainees joined 
the movement. Although the Taliban suffered a setback in an over- 
ambitious attempt to seize Kabul in midyear, they won a major victory 
in September 1955 by capturing Herat, the principal city in the west of 
the country. A populace tired of the excesses and harassment of unruly 
mujahideen commanders and their constant fighting welcomed the 
peace that the Taliban imposed. The fact that they also imposed the 
rigid and puritanical rules of the Deobandi version of Sunni Islam was 
not in itself upsetting in the religiously conservative Afghan villages 
and countryside.” 

To promote his own and Benazir Bhutto’s pet project of establishing 
overland trade links through Afghanistan to the Central Asian 
republics, Babar personally led a convoy of trucks in October 1995 
from Quetta to Turkmenistan, passing through Kandahar and Herat. 
Several foreign envoys, including U.S. ambassador John Monjo, were 
in the party. When roadblocks mounted by local mujahideen comman- 
ders to shake down travelers and traders slowed the caravan’s progress, 
Babar and the others were impressed by the ease with which the 
Taliban swept the mujahideen aside.” 

By this time, relations had soured between Islamabad and Kabul, 
where the government of Afghanistan was still led by Rabbani, whose 
main support was the military force led by fellow Tajik Ahmed Shah 
Masood. Rabbani had especially upset the Pakistanis by establishing 
close links with the Indians. The day after the fall of Herat to the 
Taliban, an Afghan government-sponsored mob sacked the Pakistani 
embassy in Kabul, an event that triggered a major crisis in Pakistan- 
Afghan relations. Following a lull in fighting during the winter and 
spring of 1996, the Taliban resumed their military offensive. After tak- 
ing Jalalabad on September 11, 1996, the Taliban forces advanced 
swiftly toward Kabul. As the Taliban swept forward, they brushed aside 
fellow Pashtun Hekmatyar, the ISI’s longtime favorite. Casualties were 
minimal, as many of Hekmatyar’s fighters defected to the Taliban. 

On September 26, 1996, the Taliban capped their stunning two-year 
rise to power by capturing the capital city, Kabul. They faced little 
resistance as Masood withdrew his weary troops to the north. Masood’s 
inability to control his fighters had made them unpopular in the Afghan 
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capital and helped pave the way for an initially positive reception to the 
Taliban. One of their first acts was to hang Afghanistan’s former com- 
munist ruler, Najibullah Khan, who had been living in asylum inside 
the UN office in Kabul ever since his fall from power in 1992. 

In their sweep to the Afghan capital, the Taliban used more- 
sophisticated, more-aggressive, and better-coordinated tactics than the 
cowboy-and-Indian fighting style of the mujahideen. Guidance received 
from ISI advisers and the significant role played in the movement by 
former members of the communist Afghan army were also significant 
factors in the Taliban victory. Although Pakistan routinely denied that 
it was helping the Taliban—as it had denied providing help for the 
insurgency against the Soviets in Afghanistan—Islamabad’s support 
was a similarly open secret.” 

What set the Taliban apart from other Afghan groups was the fervor 
and puritanical character of their Sunni religious beliefs. Barnett Rubin, 
a U.S. specialist on Afghanistan, described the Taliban as “fire and 
brimstone, backwoods preachers with an AK-47.”°° After capturing 
Kabul, they quickly made clear that women should remain at home, 
men should grow beards, videos were banned, and any deviation from 
their strict interpretation of the Koran would be sternly punished. The 
top Taliban leader, Mullah Mohammed Omar, a one-eyed war veteran, 
proclaimed that his country would become a “completely Islamic state” 
where a “complete Islamic system will be enforced.’ 

The U.S. government’s initial reaction to the capture of Kabul by 
the Taliban was positive. The United States, the State Department 
spokesperson declared, could see “nothing objectionable” in the steps 
the Taliban had taken to impose Islamic law in the areas under their 
control and called on the Taliban to “move quickly to restore order” and 
to form “a representative interim government.”°® But the State Depart- 
ment rapidly changed its tune after nature of Taliban policies toward 
women became better known. “The last thing we wanted to do was fuel 
this total misperception that we were recognizing and embracing the 
Taliban,” a senior official told the New York Times in an effort to rewrite 
history.” 

Several factors explained the State Department’s initial reaction. U.S. 
officials anticipated that the Taliban victory would end the civil war and 
at last permit reconstruction to begin. Among other things, peace in 
Afghanistan would greatly improve the prospects-for a large gas-pipeline 
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project involving a consortium led by Unocal, a major American oil 
company that hoped to transport natural gas from the vast fields of Turk- 
menistan across Afghanistan to energy-short India and Pakistan. Wash- 
ington also hoped that the Taliban would make good on assurances they 
offered U.S. officials that, under their rule, Afghanistan would cease to 
be a breeding ground for terrorism and narcotics trafficking. Finally, fric- 
tions that had developed between the Sunni Taliban and Shi’a Iran were 
regarded positively in Washington against the background of continuing 
U.S. hostility toward Tehran.” The initial positive response to the 
Taliban victory, however, was a mistake that caused many to conclude— 
including, not unsurprisingly, the Iranians—that the United States, like 
Pakistan, actively supported the Taliban. Even though U.S. officials 
insisted that this was not the case—and the author found no reason to 
believe the contrary—the impression that Washington stood behind the 
Taliban lingered on in a region fueled by a variety of conspiracy theories. 


Benazir Bhutto Out; Nawaz Sharif In 


Benazir Bhutto did not have much time to savor the triumph of Pak- 
istan’s Afghan policy. In her second term as prime minister, Bhutto 
again was proving a poor manager of the economy, resorting to large- 
scale short-term borrowing to fill a widening gap between revenues and 
expenditures. Indeed, outlays for defense and debt service left few 
funds for education, health, and other development programs. Corrup- 
tion and political cronyism were more than ever said to be the order of 
the day. Leading the pack was her husband, Asif Zardari, who became 
minister for investment in July 1996. It was widely believed that gov- 
ernment contracts routinely included payoffs for Zardari. 

Despite overall lackluster performance in the energy and power sec- 
tor, Benazir Bhutto implemented an ambitious program to overcome 
the chronic shortage of electricity. To attract foreign investment, her 
government offered favorable terms for projects to install new electric- 
power generating capacity. After an impressed U.S. energy secretary 
Hazel O’Leary led an American business delegation to Pakistan, a 
number of U.S. companies signed contracts for major power and 
energy projects valued at $4 billion.®! This development stirred hopes 
that private-sector investment would provide an important new element 
in the U.S.-Pakistan relationship. 
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Another serious problem facing Bhutto was the government’s seem- 
ing inability to cope with the rise of Islamic extremist groups and the 
breakdown of law and order in many parts of the country. In the Pun- 
jab, the outbreak of serious sectarian violence between militant Sunni 
and Shi’a groups was an especially worrying development. It was 
widely assumed that the Iranians were funding the Shi’a groups and the 
Saudis the Sunni militants. Even though Islamic fundamentalist parties 
continued to score poorly at the polls, they had, nonetheless, managed 
to become a significant domestic political factor. The seeds that Zia had 
planted in the late 1970s had taken root. Participation in the “freedom 
struggle” in Afghanistan and Kashmir, as well as unofficial links with 
the ISI, lent added legitimacy to Islamic radical groups, as did the 
presence in the Pakistani government of the Jamiat-e-Ulema Islam, one 
faction of which was the intellectual forebear of the Taliban. 

In spite of the fact that violence in Karachi continued at a high level, 
the authorities, led by Babar, responded with vigor—but acquired a 
reputation for shooting suspects first and asking questions later. On 
September 20, 1996, Benazir Bhutto’s own brother, Murtaza, died in a 
shootout after his vehicle allegedly ran a police roadblock. Since Mur- 
taza was at political odds with his sister and on bad terms with her hus- 
band, rumors spread that Zardari had something to do with his killing. 

Notwithstanding Bhutto’s difficulties, her position seemed relatively 
secure. President Leghari was her handpicked choice and a longtime 
PPP supporter. The highly professional chief of army staff, Gen. 
Jehangir Karamat, was disinclined to interfere in the political process. 
By the fall of 1996, however, relations between Leghari and Benazir 
Bhutto began to deteriorate. Upset by the prime minister’s refusal to 
heed court orders restricting her ability to nominate judges, Leghari 
issued several pointed warnings. When the prime minister disregarded 
his admonitions, their falling-out worsened. 

Finally, on November 5, 1996, the president invoked his constitu- 
tional authority to dismiss Bhutto on the familiar grounds of corruption, 
mismanagement, and inability to control lawlessness. This marked the 
fourth time in eight years that a president of Pakistan had removed a 
_ prime minister backed by a parliamentary majority. Leghari also dis- 
solved the National Assembly, called for fresh elections in February 
1997, and named octogenarian politician Malik Meraj Khalid, known 
for his honesty but not for his leadership skills, as temporary prime 
minister.” 


Clinton: Living with a Nuclear Pakistan 339 


With Benazir Bhutto discredited, Sharif was expected to sweep the 
polls. But the political and military elite had little confidence in his 
willingness or ability to tackle the hard problems facing the country. As 
a consequence, pressure developed for Leghari to postpone elections in 
order to provide time for a caretaker government to address Pakistan’s 
underlying weaknesses. The army was reportedly willing to go along 
with this action. European Community ambassadors supposedly indi- 
cated understanding, provided constitutional norms were followed. The 
Americans, however, demurred. When approached by Najam Sethi, 
publisher of the influential Lahore newsweekly, the Friday Times, U.S. 
ambassador Thomas Simons, Jr., responded, “The answer for bad 
democracy is more democracy.” In the end, Leghari decided not to 
deiay the elections. 

The balloting on February 4, 1997, as anticipated, returned Sharif 
to power in a landslide—less a vote of confidence in him than one of no 
confidence in Benazir Bhutto. Sharif’s Pakistan Muslim League and its 
allies won more than the two-thirds majority of National Assembly 
seats needed to amend the constitution. Shortly after taking office, the 
new prime minister was able to strengthen his political position when 
the assembly unanimously voted to repeal the eighth amendment to the 
constitution. This action stripped the president of the power to dismiss 
governments at will. For the first time since Zia ousted Zulfikar Bhutto 
in July 1977, the prime minister became the most powerful political 
figure in Pakistan—although the chief of army staff remained the ulti- 
mate arbiter of power. 


Pakistan’s Fiftieth Birthday 


Sharif’s return to office coincided with the beginning of Bill Clinton’s 
second term after his sweeping victory in the November 1996 elections. 
Clinton named former U.S. representative to the UN Madeleine 
Albright to replace Christopher as secretary of state.°* To serve as 
undersecretary of state for political affairs, he appointed top career 
diplomat and former ambassador to India Thomas Pickering. Karl 
Inderfurth, a senior member of Albright’s team at the United Nations 
and a National Security Council staff member during the Carter presi- 
dency, succeeded Raphel as assistant secretary of state for South Asia. 

The new foreign policy team made an early decision to try to 
broaden relations with India and Pakistan and to place less emphasis on 
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nonproliferation matters.°° To demonstrate increased interest in the 
subcontinent, a series of high-level trips was planned to culminate with 
the first presidential journey since Jimmy Carter’s visit to India nearly 
two decades before. As Pickering put it, “We want to show that we 
don’t consider South Asia the backside of the diplomatic globe.”°° 

Despite chronic friction in the bilateral relationship, Sharif still 
hoped for better days with the Americans. One sign was his coopera- 
tion in the arrest of Mir Aimal Kansi, a Pakistani national charged with 
the fatal 1993 shooting of two Central Intelligence Agency employees 
outside the agency’s headquarters in Langley, Virginia. After U.S. and 
Pakistani law-enforcement officials captured Kansi on June 14, 1997, 
in Dera Gazi Khan, a city on the Indus River in western Punjab, Sharif 
allowed the Americans to fly Kansi back to the United States to stand 
trial for murder without having to go through the normal extradition 
process. The action stirred domestic criticism in Pakistan, especially as 
the United States had refused to bypass its extradition procedures in the 
case of a Pakistani air force officer being held in a U.S. jail on drug 
charges. As a writer for the Nation (Islamabad) asserted, Washington 
“rarely acts to circumvent its own laws, but expects others to waive and 
ignore theirs.”°’ 

Two months later, on August 14, 1997, Pakistan celebrated the fifti- 
eth anniversary of its independence in a subdued manner. Although the 
country had registered significant economic advances, its poor record 
in meeting basic human needs, its chronic political instability, and the 
appalling state of law and order in the country deprived the occasion of 
much joy. Sharif defensively told the New York Times, “In 50 years 
we ve had our ups and downs like any other nation in the world. We’ve 
been off track, but we’re on track now. .. . Of course, the enemies of 
Pakistan try to present it as a failed state. But it’s not a failed state.’°® 

Despite high-flown anniversary rhetoric, Islamabad judged that the 
Clinton administration had only marginal interest in better relations and 
mainly was interested in improving U.S.-India ties. Notwithstanding 
the passage of the Brown amendment, Washington had yet to repay 
Pakistan for the undelivered F-16 aircraft. The Pressler arms embargo 
remained intact. The U.S. government had done little to assist Pak- 
istan’s faltering economy, was becoming increasingly unhappy about 
Islamabad’s support for the fundamentalist Taliban in Afghanistan, and 
was privately critical of Pakistan’s involvement. with the insurgents in 
Kashmir.” 
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In the nine years since the death of Zia, Pakistan had become more 
hawkish in dealing with its two most pressing national security issues: 
India and Afghanistan. The U.S.-Soviet Cold War may have ended, but 
South Asia’s cold war continued unabated. In fact, India-Pakistan ten- 
sions had intensified during the 1990s as a result of Islamabad’s back- 
ing for the Kashmiri insurgency. Efforts to broaden ties with India— 
through expanded trade, for example—were frustrated. The mantra 
pushed by hard-liners in Islamabad was that nothing could be done to 
improve relations until the Kashmir problem was solved. Given New 
Delhi’s far greater strength and unwillingness to yield on the issue, the 
stance had little prospect of success, but still had widespread and highly 
emotional support in Pakistan. 

In the case of Afghanistan, Pakistan’s ISI continued its close support 
for the Taliban’s effort to gain total control. Seemingly oblivious to 
growing criticism from abroad of its policy, Pakistan’s approach was 
driven by its desire to see a friendly regime in power in Kabul, thereby 
supposedly ensuring “strategic depth” vis-a-vis India. After the un- 
happy dealings with the Tajik-dominated Rabbani government, Islam- 
abad judged this outcome was possible only if the Pashtuns, the tribal 
siblings of Pakistan’s Pathans, won out over the other Afghan ethnic 
groups. Even if the Taliban were Sunni extremists and at odds with 
most of the international community over their treatment of women, the 
fact that they were Pashtuns seemed to matter most in Islamabad. The 
frictions that the pro-Taliban stance caused in Pakistan’s relations with 
the United States, Iran, the Central Asian states, and even to some 
extent with China, seemed to have little impact on Afghan policy. 


Top-Level Exchanges 


In September 1997, Clinton met Sharif for the first time during the UN 
General Assembly session in New York. The president spoke of his 
desire to enhance bilateral relations, urged renewed India-Pakistan 
dialogue, and reiterated his interest in visiting South Asia. The prime 
minister echoed hopes for improved bilateral relations, urged a more 
active U.S. role in the Kashmir dispute, and assured Clinton of a warm 
welcome when he visited Pakistan.’° 

Two months later, in November 1997, Secretary of State Albright 
traveled to the subcontinent to show “after a long absence, the United 
States at the highest levels is getting back in the South Asia game.”””! 
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Just a week before her arrival, the shooting in Karachi of five employees, 
four American and one Pakistani, of Union Texas Petroleum revived 
concerns about the safety of U.S. citizens in Pakistan and underlined 
the country’s precarious security situation. ’” 

Albright’s visit was startlingly different from George Shultz’s trip in 
1983, reflecting the souring of bilateral relations during the fourteen- 
year interval. Shultz’s stay, at the peak of the Afghan war partnership, 
had been described as a “love in.” Albright’s visit was all business. Nu- 
clear weapons, Afghanistan, Kashmir, and drugs provided a full sub- 
stantive agenda. Although the secretary asserted that Pakistan “will be 
able to count on the continuing friendship of the United States,” she 
offered few specifics and little in the way of economic assistance.”° 

The high point of Albright’s visit—like that of George Shultz’s— 
was her meeting with Afghan refugees in Peshawar. In 1983, an emo- 
tional Shultz had offered his support for the mujahideen’s struggle 
against the Soviets. In 1998, Albright voiced her emotional opposition 
to the policies of the Taliban. Talking with Afghan women refugees, the 
secretary of state declared, “We’re opposed to their approach on human 
rights. We’re opposed to their despicable treatment of women and chil- 
dren and their lack of respect for human dignity.””* 

At the very moment Albright was in Pakistan, the country was pass- 
ing through yet another political crisis. What began as a dispute be- 
tween Chief Justice Sajjad Ali Shah and Sharif over the appointment of 
judges developed into a full-fledged regime crisis, pitting the prime 
minister against the president and the chief justice. When the chief of 
army staff, General Karamat, refused to intervene to back Leghari, the 
prime minister won out. The president resigned and the chief justice 
retired. 


Power Projects, Drugs, F-16s, and Missiles 


By February 1998, Nawaz Sharif had been back in office for a year. 
Even though his political position seemed impregnable, the prime min- 
ister appeared strangely insecure and more interested in acquiring a 
_ Monopoly of power than in tackling Pakistan’s myriad problems. Even 
if there was less talk of corruption than during his first term, Sharif did 
little to address the country’s basic economic woes. His administration 
moved aggressively, however, against a number of electricity projects 
that foreign investors, including Americans, had concluded with the 
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Benazir Bhutto government. Since power-project contracts were backed 
by a sovereign guarantee, his action further damaged the already poor 
climate for foreign investment. 

As if there were not already sufficient bilateral problems, new diffi- 
culties developed. In 1998, for the third year running, Clinton had to issue 
a waiver to avoid the imposition of sanctions for Pakistan’s lack of coop- 
eration in the antinarcotics effort. During the previous year, a bitter dis- 
pute had arisen over the arrest of a Pakistani national, Ayyaz Baluch. An 
employee of the U.S. Drug Enforcement Agency’s Islamabad office, 
Baluch had been involved in an effort to entrap a Pakistani air force offi- 
cer suspected of drug smuggling. Not informed beforehand, the Pakistani 
authorities were indignant and embarrassed when the air force officer 
was arrested in the United States. They retaliated by jailing Baluch for 
“seducing” the air force officer to commit a crime. Intense ‘“‘and some- 
times angry” diplomatic pressure was needed before Baluch was par- 
doned and permitted to emigrate with his family to the United States.” 

In April 1998, Pakistan’s missile imports once more caused trouble. 
This time, North Korea, not China, was the culprit. Early in the year, 
the U.S. intelligence community concluded that Pakistan had imported 
North Korean technology to develop a medium-range missile, which— 
to highly emotional domestic acclaim—was successfully fired over a 
range of nine hundred kilometers on April 6, 1998. The Pakistanis 
claimed that the missile, provocatively named the Ghauri, after the 
ninth-century Muslim conqueror of India, gave them an edge over their 
neighbor. Islamabad denied the U.S. assertion that the missile was a 
modified version of the North Korean Nodong—itself a variant of the 
Soviet Scud—and declared that Pakistani scientists had developed the 
Ghauri on their own. Rejecting the Pakistani position, the U.S. govern- 
ment proceeded to impose sanctions against North Korea and Khan 
Research Laboratories, where the missile was produced. These sanc- 
tions had only symbolic effect, however, since earlier sanctions already 
barred dealings with the United States.’° 


Indian and Pakistani Nuclear Tests 


In March 1998, India turned a new political page. Atul Behari Vaj- 
payee, the leader of the Hindu nationalist Bharata Janata Party (BJP), 
was able to form a government after winning a plurality of parliamen- 
tary seats in general elections. The BJP traditionally had taken a hard 
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line on Pakistan, advocated that India develop nuclear weapons, and 
believed Hinduism rather than secularism should be the country’s guid- 
ing principle. After the Vajpayee government spoke of “induction” of 
nuclear weapons, Sharif warned Clinton about Indian intentions in an 
April 3, 1998, letter. Lulled by soothing comments in New Delhi, U.S. 
officials thought that the letter was an example of Pakistan’s crying 
“wolf” regarding India and were confident that the BJP would not act 
precipitously. ’” 

But Washington was unaware that, immediately after entering office, 
Vajpayee had given the green light for nuclear tests.’* By concealing 
preparations at the Pokharan test site in Rajasthan, Indian scientists 
were able to avoid detection by U.S. satellites. As a result, when India 
exploded a series of underground devices on May 11, 1998, the United 
States was caught embarrassingly off guard. India’s five nuclear tests 
were jarringly out of step with the world community’s substantial 
progress in recent years on the nonproliferation front: the renunciation 
of nuclear weapons by Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus; U.S.-Russian 
nuclear weapons reductions; destruction of South Africa’s covert capa- 
bility; the decisions of Brazil and Argentina to join the nuclear Non- 
proliferation Treaty (NPT); the unconditional renewal of the NPT 
itself; and the successful negotiation of the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty (CTBT). Although both India and, in its wake, Pakistan, had 
refused to adhere to the CTBT, the treaty won overwhelming backing 
from the international community. 

The Indian tests once more put the nuclear issue on the center stage 
of South Asia policy. Calling them “a terrible mistake,” an angry Clin- 
ton stated, “I want to make it very, very clear that I am deeply dis- 
turbed.”’”” He promptly imposed wide-reaching sanctions against India 
mandated by the 1994 nonproliferation act: the United States cut off all 
aid, voted against loans by the World Bank and the Asian Development 
Bank, and urged other states to follow suit. Major industrial nations 
joined in strongly criticizing the tests. World Bank and Asian Develop- 
ment Bank loans were held up, but only Japan imposed sanctions as 
drastic as those of the United States. 

_ Clinton’s attention shifted to Pakistan. In the hope of persuading 

Sharif not to follow India’s example, the president dispatched Deputy 
Secretary of State Talbott to Islamabad. The envoy dangled delivery 
of the F-16s and resumption of economic and military aid, argued 
that Pakistan would gain the moral high ground internationally by not 
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testing—thereby focusing global disapproval on India—and added 
that from a technical standpoint Pakistan—unlike India—did not need 
to test to show that its nuclear device would work. (It was widely as- 
sumed that China had given Pakistan a proven bomb design during 
the 1980s.)°° 

To underscore Talbott’s entreaties, President Clinton spoke with 
Sharif four times by telephone. The prime minister responded that he 
had not taken a decision but was under great domestic political pressure 
to show that Pakistan could match India. Publicly, he declared, “It is up 
to the international community” to address Pakistan’s legitimate secu- 
rity concerns in the wake of India’s nuclear tests.*! 

Most of all, the Pakistanis wanted the harshest possible punishment 
of India. “Invoking mandatory sanctions under U.S. laws against India 
hardly constitutes an effective response,’ Gauhar Ayub Khan, Pak- 
istan’s hawkish foreign minister and the son of former president Ayub 
Khan, declared.** At their annual meeting May 17-18, 1998, in Birm- 
ingham in the United Kingdom, the group of the world’s eight leading 
economic powers (G-8) criticized India, agreed to oppose multilateral 
lending, but refused more draconian measures. Judging the G-8 
response inadequate, the Pakistani foreign minister declared, “It’s a 
matter of when, not if, Pakistan will test.’ Another source of pressure 
was the gloating tone of statements from New Delhi. In one, Home 
Minister L. K. Advani called on Pakistan to accept the new realities im- 
posed by the tests. It was as if the Indians, eager to have company in 
the international doghouse, were egging the Pakistanis on. In spite of 
this, Clinton remained publicly hopeful “that the Prime Minister and 
the Pakistani government would not go through with a nuclear test. 
And I believe we can. . . work with them in a way which meets their 
security needs without the test.”°? 

Sharif faced a difficult choice. If Pakistan tested, the economic cost 
would be high. Islamabad would automatically face the same severe 
sanctions imposed on India—sanctions that the nearly bankrupt Pak- 
istani economy might not be able to withstand. Pakistan would also 
forego the opportunity for a major change in U.S. policy, one that Is- 
lamabad had been seeking ever since the Pressler axe fell in 1990. But 
after their past difficulties with the Americans, Pakistani officials had 
little faith in Clinton’s words and were skeptical whether Congress 
would agree to lift sanctions and approve a substantial economic and 
conventional arms assistance package.™* 
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On the other hand, if Sharif heeded Clinton’s entreaties not to test, 
he would pay a heavy domestic political price. Not only the opposition 
PPP and pro-Islamic religious parties, but many in his own Pakistan 
Muslim League were vociferously clamoring for Pakistan to match 
India. In a meeting with newspaper editors, the prime minister report- 
edly was told bluntly by Arif Nizami, editor of the widely read and in- 
fluential Urdu daily Nawai-i-Waqt, “There is going to be an explosion 
soon. It will either be a Pakistani nuclear test or your being blown out 
of office!’”® 

In the end, Sharif told Clinton that he needed a U.S. security guar- 
antee against India to hold off from testing. The president said that he 
could not give this but reiterated his intention “to cut through the knot” 
of laws blocking aid and give Pakistan “the tools you need to defend 
your country.” This was not good enough for the prime minister, who 
gave the green light for the tests. On May 28, 1998, Pakistan exploded 
five underground nuclear devices in Baluchistan.*° 

The Pakistani public celebrated wildly. People danced in city streets, 
shouting, “We have done it. We are India’s equal.” A proud Sharif de- 
clared, “Today we have settled a score. . . . Our hand was forced by 
the present Indian leadership’s reckless actions.’®’ A poll by the 
Pakistan Institute for Public Opinion showed that 97 percent of the 
respondents favored the tests. 

In Washington, President Clinton commented sadly, “By failing to 
exercise restraint in responding to the Indian test, Pakistan lost a truly 
priceless opportunity to strengthen its own security, to improve its po- 
litical standing in the eyes of the world.” At the same time, the White 
House made clear that Clinton remained angrier at India. “Prime Min- 
ister Nawaz Sharif was honest and straightforward in the description of 
the decision he was wrestling with,’ presidential press secretary 
Michael McCurry declared, “and India manifestly was not.*® 

The next day, the UN Security Council “deplored” Pakistan’s tests 
and urged both countries to show restraint. Nonetheless, on May 31, 
1998, Pakistan detonated a sixth device, one more than India had ex- 
ploded, before announcing the end of its test series. Meeting in Geneva 
on June 4, 1998, the foreign ministers of the five declared nuclear 
weapon states—also the permanent members of the UN Security 
Council—urged India and Pakistan to take steps to reduce the danger 
of nuclear war: to sign the CTBT; to join in talks about banning fissile 
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material production; to strengthen nuclear export controls; and to show 
restraint in missile testing and deployment.*” 

Even as the Clinton administration was announcing the details of 
sanctions, efforts to water them down were under way. One impulse 
was commercial self-interest. If implemented fully, the sanctions, 
which barred agricultural export credits, would cost farmers in the U.S. 
Pacific Northwest, already hard hit by falling grain prices, a possible 
sale of 350,000 tons of wheat to Pakistan, or one-third of the area’s 
production. In mid-July 1999, just two months after the tests, the Sen- 
ate voted 98-0 and the House of Representatives followed suit to ex- 
empt agricultural credits from the sanctions. Recognizing that the rigid- 
ity of the 1994 legislation deprived the president of any flexibility in 
trying to deal diplomatically with India and Pakistan, Congress voted 
in a separate action to give the chief executive authority to waive all 
sanctions, including those imposed by the Pressler amendment.” 

Deciding to launch a diplomatic effort to influence Indian and Pak- 
istani nuclear policies, Clinton sent Talbott back to South Asia. Taking 
as his agenda the June 4, 1998, Geneva declaration by the five UN Se- 
curity Council members, Talbott had seven rounds of separate talks 
with India and Pakistan during the remainder of 1998. These discus- 
sions, held in the United States, Europe, and South Asia, marked by far 
the most extended high-level U.S. engagement since John Kennedy and 
Lyndon Johnson were in the White House during the 1960s.”! 

Fears that sanctions might sink Pakistan’s shaky economy were not 
misplaced. At the time Islamabad tested, the country had a foreign debt 
of over $30 billion and foreign exchange reserves of only $600 million. 
Pakistan would be unable to meet upcoming debt service payments un- 
less it received fresh financial help from the International Monetary 
Fund (IMF). When the panicky government froze foreign-currency 
bank accounts immediately after the tests, the action created havoc for 
foreign companies working in Pakistan. The country’s already terrible 
credit rating sagged even further.” 

As U.S. officials grew increasingly concerned about Pakistan’s pos- 
sible financial collapse, they decided to provide Islamabad with some 
breathing room. The United States announced that it would no longer 
oppose IMF financial assistance.”* After lengthy negotiations, the 
Pakistanis and the IMF agreed on an economic program—more of a 
bandage to prevent Pakistan from going under than a comprehensive 
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attack on the country’s fiscal ills. Given Islamabad’s poor record of 
implementing previous accords with the IMF, observers adopted a 
“wait and see” attitude about the utility of the new agreement. 


The Taliban and Osama bin Laden 


In August 1998, Washington policy makers’ attention turned once more 
to Afghanistan. The Taliban, who already controlled most of the coun- 
try, suddenly appeared to be close to total victory over their foes, a ram- 
shackle coalition of Uzbek, Hazara, and Tajik opponents called the 
Northern Alliance. Taliban troops captured Mazar-i-Sharif, the princi- 
pal ethnically Uzbek city in Afghanistan, and Bamyan, the stronghold 
of the Shi’a Hazaras. Only Tajik leader Masood, who retreated into his 
native Panjshir Valley north of Kabul, blocked complete Taliban con- 
trol. Supported by Iran, Tajikistan, and, ironically, Russia, whose 
soldiers Masood had bitterly battled in the 1980s, the Panjshir Valley 
warrior was the last holdout. Recognized by Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, 
and the United Arab Emirates—but by no one else—the Taliban had 
managed to acquire near-pariah status, especially in the United States, 
by their harsh treatment of women, their tolerance of the drug trade, 
and their willingness to provide a haven for Islamic extremists and 
terrorists.” 

The ISI’s support for the Taliban—which Pakistan continued to 
deny—had by this time become a significant source of friction with the 
United States. There was also growing concern that a Taliban-like 
movement, presumably supported by pro-Islamic political parties and 
fundamentalist elements in the ISI and the military, would have in- 
creasing appeal to a Pakistani public weary and frustrated after a 
decade of economic mismanagement, political feuding, and chronic 
lawlessness under Nawaz Sharif and Benazir Bhutto. 

In mid-August 1998, Afghanistan loomed even larger on the Wash- 
ington radar screen after the intelligence community concluded that ter- 
rorist attacks on U.S. embassies in Nairobi, Kenya, and Dar es Salaam, 
Tanzania, that took more than two hundred lives were organized by 
Osama bin Laden, a wealthy Saudi Arabian living in exile under Tal- 
iban protection. Like thousands of other young Islamic radicals, bin 
Laden had joined the Afghan mujahideen to fight against the Soviets 
during the 1980s. After returning home to Saudi Arabia, he bitterly op- 
posed his country’s close ties with the United States and was forced 
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into exile. Bin Laden first went to Sudan and then found a haven near 
Jalalabad in Afghanistan. After the Taliban gained power, they contin- 
ued to allow bin Laden to use their territory as a base for organizing 
terrorist activities.” 

On August 21, 1998, the United States struck back. U.S. Navy war- 
ships launched cruise missiles against bin Laden’s training camps in 
Afghanistan and also targeted a factory in Sudan supposedly linked to 
the Saudi terrorist. Although Washington did not inform Pakistan be- 
forehand of the attacks, Gen. Joseph Ralston, vice chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, was conveniently visiting Islamabad and was able to 
assure General Karamat that the missiles flying through Pakistani 
airspace were American, not Indian, and were aimed at Afghanistan.”° 

The U.S. missile strikes drew sharp criticism, nonetheless, not only 
from pro-Islamic groups but from across the political spectrum, as an 
infringement of Pakistan’s sovereignty. Sharif even telephoned Clinton 
to complain about the U.S. action in the mistaken belief that a missile 
had struck a Pakistani village. To Islamabad’s embarrassment, the 
strikes killed at least eleven Pakistanis, who were being trained for 
guerrilla warfare in a camp run by the Harkat al-Ansar, a Pakistani 
group active in the Kashmiri insurgency that was on the U.S. list of 
terrorist organizations.” 

When American officials urged the Pakistanis to press the Taliban to 
hand over bin Laden, Islamabad said that it would do what it could but 
claimed that fiercely held Afghan customs regarding hospitality would 
render its efforts fruitless. Much as the Pakistanis would have liked to 
gain favor in Washington by arranging for the capture or departure of 
bin Laden, the action would have cost Sharif dearly both at home, 
where the Saudi had become an anti-US. cult hero, and in Afghanistan, 
where the Taliban would have been outraged. 


Sharif Visits Washington; F-16 Issue Solved 


In the fall of 1998, Clinton met again with Sharif at the UN General 
Assembly. On this occasion, in part to provide a psychological boost, 
Clinton invited the prime minister to pay an official visit to Washing- 
ton. By then, the president had put off his trip to South Asia, first be- 
cause of the Indian elections and then due to the nuclear explosions.”® 
Even so, the Talbott talks had registered some progress. India and Pak- 
istan had both indicated their qualified willingness to sign the CTBT, 
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which both countries had previously spurned. They had agreed to join 
in multilateral negotiations looking toward a ban on the production of 
fissile material, although they refused to accept an immediate morato- 
rium. Finally, they had expressed willingness in principle to strengthen 
their controls over exports of nuclear-related items. 

On December 2, 1998, Sharif arrived in Washington for his first of- 
ficial visit to the United States as prime minister. The Pakistanis hoped 
that Clinton would further ease sanctions, press the IMF to relax its 
lending terms, clear up the still-unresolved F-16 problem, and apply 
greater pressure on India to negotiate over Kashmir. Although U.S. 
officials had cautioned Islamabad not to expect too much, the mere fact 
of the visit, especially since a parallel invitation had not been extended 
to the Indian prime minister, satisfied the Pakistanis.” 

When the president greeted Pakistan’s prime minister at the White 
House the next day, Clinton had a pleasant surprise: a concrete proposal 
to solve the F-16 issue. After the Pakistanis formally moved to initiate 
legal action against the U.S. government as a last hope to recover their 
money, the Justice Department concluded that Pakistan was likely to 


President Bill Clinton and Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif confer at the White House, 
December 1998. (Courtesy of the White House Photo Office.) 
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win in court. This enabled the Clinton administration to tap a special 
fund used to pay judgments against the U.S. government. Since the 
Justice Department had assessed the chances of losing at 70 percent, 
the administration could tap the special fund for this percentage of the 
$470 million that was owed to Pakistan for the F-16s. To cover the re- 
maining amount, the president accepted a Pakistani suggestion that the 
U.S. government make a “best effort” to provide $140 million of wheat 
and other commodities on a grant basis over the coming two years.’ 
Even though the prime minister hardly sparkled in his public appear- 
ances in Washington—a lackluster speech at an Asia Society dinner and 
a number of fumbled questions at a press conference—the trip nonethe- 
less marked a significant triumph. Eight years after the Pressler amend- 
ment was first invoked, the nettlesome F-16 issue was finally resolved 
in a manner that was satisfactory to Pakistan. 

At the start of 1999, Talbott traveled to South Asia once more for 
his eighth round of nuclear discussions with India and Pakistan. This 
time the talks in Islamabad proved disappointing. Talbott’s team had 
proposed a scenario under which the United States would seek the lift- 
ing of all sanctions against Pakistan, including the Pressler amend- 
ment, if Islamabad would sign the CTBT, stop its missile cooperation 
with North Korea, agree to participate in the multilateral negotiations 
to ban the production of fissile material, and put in place a compre- 
hensive nuclear export-control regime. After preliminary discussions, 
the Americans were optimistic. Their hopes were dashed, however, 
during a working lunch with Sharif. Rather than reaching a separate 
bargain, the Pakistani reverted to a “me-too”’ stance, insisting that India 
had to take the lead in adopting the U.S. proposals before Pakistan 
would do so.’”! 


The Spirit of Lahore, and Kargil 


Washington was unambiguous in its delight over the highly successful 
visit by Prime Minister Vajpayee to Lahore in mid-February 1999 to 
mark the resumption of bus service between India and Pakistan. This 
was the first time an Indian prime minister had traveled to Pakistan 
since Rajiv Gandhi in 1988. The Lahore talks raised hopes that the two 
enemies, sobered by the dangerous implications of their decision to 
become overt nuclear weapons powers, might at last begin a serious 
effort to reduce tensions. '°” 
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Chances for early progress were set back, however, when the BJP 
government fell in April 1999 after losing a parliamentary vote of con- 
fidence by a single vote. Until new general elections in the fall of 1999, 
the Vajpayee government would remain in office in a caretaker status 
as such, unable to carry forward either the nuclear talks with Talbott or 
the discussions with Pakistan envisaged by the Lahore agreement. 

A far more devastating blow to the spirit of Lahore was New Delhi’s 
realization in May 1999 that a large number of insurgents with Pakistani 
support had crossed the line of control in the far north of Kashmir to 
occupy 15,000-foot positions near the town of Kargil, overlooking the 
sole road link between Srinagar, the state’s capital city, and Ladakh, the 
state’s northernmost area. Given the high altitude and difficult terrain, 
the intruders held nearly impregnable positions. A difficult and costly 
assault would be required to prevent them from cutting off Ladakh. 

The bold Kargil operation was qualitatively different from the guer- 
rilla tactics that the Kashmiri insurgents had previously followed. Tac- 
tically clever, the strike hit the Indians where they had enormous diffi- 
culty in responding. But the move boomeranged and resulted in a major 
political setback for Sharif. In India, the government was doubly em- 
barrassed. Caught napping, Indian intelligence became aware of the 
large-scale intrusion only after the invaders were entrenched on the 
heights. Since planning the Kargil operation had to have started many 
months earlier, well before Vajpayee’s visit to Lahore, the prime min- 
ister and other Indians also felt that they had been duped by Sharif. 

New Delhi reacted forcefully, employing air power for the first time 
in Kashmir and mounting a substantial counterattack, which made slow 
and costly progress against the insurgents dug in on the heights. Fear 
that India would broaden the conflict by striking across the line of con- 
trol in an effort to cut off the intruders intensified worries in Washing- 
ton that the fighting could widen and possibly spin out of control, rais- 
ing the nightmare scenario of war between two states armed with 
nuclear weapons.'”° 

Taken aback and dismayed by the Kargil adventure, the U.S. 
government responded vigorously—far more so than the Johnson 
_ administration had reacted during the early stages of the 1965 Kashmir 
war. President Clinton telephoned Sharif to urge him to have the forces 
withdrawn and sent Gen. Anthony Zinni to Islamabad to second this 
message directly with the prime minister and with Gen. Pervez Mushar- 
raf, who had replaced Karamat as chief of army staff.“ Brushing aside 
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Pakistan’s claim that it was not directly involved in the Kargil operation 
and lacked control over the mujahideen, the U.S. general urged Islam- 
abad to see to it that the intruders pulled back across the Kashmir line 
of control.!°° When not even the Chinese, let alone the Americans, were 
willing to support the Pakistani position, Islamabad found itself inter- 
nationally isolated. As the Indian counterattack continued to grind 
slowly ahead on the ground, Sharif realized that his gambit had failed 
and decided to cut Pakistan’s losses. 

Desperate to find a way out, the prime minister pressed for an early 
meeting with Clinton. After U.S. officials made clear that they expected 
Pakistan to accept a pullback, the president agreed in a July 3, 1999, 
phone conversation to receive Sharif the very next day—on the 223rd 
anniversary of the signing of the Declaration of Independence. By 
chance, Clinton had a free schedule until late afternoon for the July 4 
holiday and thus had the time for extended talks with the Pakistani 
leader.'°° At first, according to a participant in the talks, “Nawaz Sharif 
seemed like a drowning man looking for a miracle, hoping that some- 
how the United States would bail him out.” After the discussion 
dragged on inconclusively, the Americans tabled two draft statements. 
One spelled out the agreement that Sharif eventually accepted; the 
other indicated that Pakistan had turned down the U.S. suggestions. 
After mulling matters over, the prime minister agreed to the first state- 
ment, which indicated that he would “urge” the mujahideen to with- 
draw across the line of control and restart the stalled Lahore process 
with India. In turn, Clinton promised that he would take an active 
interest in efforts to address the Kashmir problem.'”” 

The reaction in Pakistan to the Washington agreement was sour. 
Public opinion derided attempts by the government to portray events as 
a Pakistani victory. Supporters of the mujahideen denounced the accord 
as a sellout to the Americans. Others criticized Sharif for having ap- 
proved a dangerous military operation without having fully thought 
through the consequences. Implicitly also, the Pakistani army came 
under criticism for having developed the ill-fated Kargil plan.'°* Rum- 
bles of friction between the army and the prime minister over the Kargil 
episode began to be heard, especially after Sharif supporters tried to pin 
responsibility on the military for the operation. Clinton soon followed 
up on the July 4 accord, asking Sharif to send an envoy to Washington 
for confidential talks on Kashmir. After a considerable delay, and to the 
surprise of the Americans, who anticipated a low-key representative, 
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the prime minister dispatched his high-profile brother, Shahbaz Sharif, 
the chief minister of Punjab and a close confidant. !°? By the time Shah- 
baz arrived, his main concern was not Kashmir but the threat of an 
army coup. After he pressed for a U.S. warning against a military 
takeover, the State Department issued such a warning. Even though the 
statement included an admonition against the heavy-handed repression 
of antiregime demonstrators by the government, the action upset the 
military and may have emboldened Sharif to think he had American 
support in the event of a showdown.'!° 

Tensions nonetheless appeared to subside when the prime minister 
appointed General Musharraf as chairman of the joint chiefs, concur- 
rent with his assignment as chief of army staff. But the calm was de- 
ceptive. On October 12, 1999, as Musharraf was returning to Karachi 
on a Pakistan International Airlines (PIA) commercial flight after a 
visit to Sri Lanka, the government announced his dismissal. The 
Karachi airport control tower was instructed not to allow the plane car- 
rying Musharraf to land but to divert the aircraft elsewhere, even 
though it was dangerously low on fuel. After the military became aware 
of events, they reacted swiftly, arresting Sharif and his senior associ- 
ates. By the time the PIA flight finally landed at Karachi, Musharraf 
had become his nation’s leader. The military was in charge of Pakistan 
for the fourth time in the country’s fifty-two years of independence. 

The fact that the army seized power surprised few observers against 
the background of the increasingly serious domestic woes and of post- 
Kargil friction. The manner in which the takeover occurred, however, 
was surprising. The coup was, in effect, a Pakistani version of a “shoot 
out in the OK Corral.” After Sharif fired first at Musharraf and missed, 
the general shot back and hit his target. 

There was scant regret in Pakistan about the departure of Sharif and 
qualified hope that the military would put the country back on the rails. 
The reaction abroad to the coup, in Washington and elsewhere, was 
negative. Even if the Americans were well aware of Sharif’s failings, a 
military takeover flew in the face of U.S. support for democracies. Pub- 
licly, the Clinton administration response was more nuanced than those 
of the European Union states or the countries of the post-Soviet Com- 
-monwealth of Independent States: Washington imposed additional 
sanctions that were legally required in the case of the overthrow of a 
democratically elected government. These had little immediate impact, 
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however, since Pakistan was already under severe sanctions because of 
the Pressler amendment and the 1998 nuclear tests. 

The new regime tried to dampen foreign criticism by playing down 
the military label, stressing its interest in reform, and emphasizing its 
interim character. Rather than becoming president or chief martial law 
administrator like Ayub Khan, Yahya Khan, or Zia had, Musharraf as- 
sumed the more benign title of “chief executive.’ He did not impose 
martial law, did not ban political parties, and did not institute press 
censorship. Although pleased with these steps, the Clinton administra- 
tion was less happy with Musharraf’s reluctance to offer a timetable for 
the return to democracy. The trial and ultimately conviction of Sharif 
for attempted murder also raised concerns, as did the regime’s firing of 
roughly 10 percent of judges who refused to take an oath of allegiance 
to Musharraf—including the chief justice of Pakistan. 

Washington was also worried because of the rise in India-Pakistan 
tensions after the coup. New Delhi took an instant dislike to Musharraf 
as the author of the Kargil operation and also blamed him for a post- 
Kargil upsurge of violence in Kashmir. Indeed, Pakistan’s new leader 
seemed bent on pursuing a hard-line policy toward Kashmir, virtually 
acknowledging Pakistan’s direct support for the Kashmir insurgents. 
He called support for their cause as just as support for the mujahideen 
against the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan. 

Events reached near-fever pitch at year’s end after the hijacking of 
an Indian Airlines jet en route from Kathmandu, Nepal, to New Delhi. 
When the aircraft ended up in Kandahar, Afghanistan, an embarrassed 
Indian government found it necessary to deal with the Taliban and to 
release several jailed Kashmiri extremists in return for the freedom of 
the passengers. The fact that one of those released was soon preaching 
jihad against India (and initially also against the United States) before 
cheering crowds in Pakistan stirred even more intense Indian anger. 
The Vajpayee government, which had returned to power after winning 
the fall 1999 elections, blamed the Pakistanis for the hijacking and 
ruled out a resumption of dialogue until Islamabad stopped its support 
for the Kashmiri insurgency. 

At the end of January 2000, with India-Pakistan relations near their 
low point and widespread concern regarding possible Indian military 
retaliation across the line of control in Kashmir, Clinton announced that 
he would undertake his twice-postponed trip to South Asia two months 
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later, in March. The original plan was to spend five days in India sand- 
wiched between shorter stays in Bangladesh and Pakistan, but the an- 
nouncement indicated that no decision had been made regarding a stop 
in Pakistan. 

Whether the president should go to Pakistan became a source of con- 
tention within the U.S. government. There were serious security con- 
cers because of the threat posed by anti-American terrorist groups— 
in November 1999, unknown assailants had fired rockets at the 
American Cultural Center in Islamabad—not to speak of the presence 
of Osama bin Laden and others of his ilk in neighboring Afghanistan. 
Washington was also wary that the visit might put the presidential 
stamp of approval on the Musharraf regime. It was further disappointed 
that Islamabad backed away from signing the CTBT rather than face 
the ire of Islamic parties who opposed the move. Those arguing in favor 
of a stop in Pakistan stressed the importance of keeping lines of com- 
munication open with Musharraf if the United States wanted to exert 
any influence on his policies. In the end, gravely concerned about the 
dangers of India-Pakistan tensions, Clinton decided to visit Pakistan 
briefly at the end of the trip.""! 


The Clinton Visit 


Clinton arrived in Islamabad on March 25, 2000, the first time a presi- 
dent had been to Pakistan in more than thirty years, since Richard 
Nixon spent August 1, 1969, in Lahore. The Pakistanis were wonder- 
ing what to expect after the president’s highly successful visit to India. 
There, the presidential party had reacted strongly to the murder of 
thirty-five Sikhs in Kashmir and stressed that violence was not the way 
to solve the dispute, called for respect for the line of control, and in a 
strong rebuke, alleged that some elements in the Pakistani government 
were supporting the insurgency.''* This warning to Pakistan contrasted 
with the positive glow during Clinton’s five days in India. His well- 
crafted address to the Indian parliament was enthusiastically received 
by the legislators; in meetings and events in New Delhi, Agra, 
Rajasthan, Hyderabad, and Mumbai, the president charmed the public 
at large. Notwithstanding New Delhi’s refusal to sign the CTBT, the 
president had been intent on a successful trip “in order to start a new 
chapter” in Indo-U.S. relations. And he achieved a considerable mea- 
sure of success.’ !” 
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His short stop in Pakistan was very different. To foil possible assas- 
sination plots, a decoy plane arrived first at the Islamabad-Rawalpindi 
airport carrying a presidential double. The president himself landed in 
an unmarked aircraft and then, shielded from the press and television 
cameras, quickly drove off to the seat of government fifteen miles 
away. The presidential motorcade sped along an eerily empty highway. 
The public was kept away and the only Pakistanis the president saw 
were soldiers, special forces personnel, and police who lined the road- 
way. Every few hundred yards, however, banners urging U.S. action on 
Kashmir reminded the president of Pakistan’s single-minded focus on 
this issue. 

Two hours of official talks and then lunch at the head of govern- 
ment’s residence in Islamabad were cordial and relaxed. Musharraf 
proved an engaging conversationalist who, like most senior Pakistanis, 
knew how to receive American visitors in a friendly and seemingly 
open manner. For his part, Clinton exuded much empathy toward Pak- 
istan and its problems. Although the substance of his message was 
blunt, he neither lectured nor scolded Musharraf. Stressing that he had 
come trying to help a friend in difficulty, the president outlined U-S. 
concerns about the direction in which Pakistan was heading in a frank 
but conciliatory manner. He argued that Pakistan would benefit by low- 
ering the temperature on Kashmir, by reining in terrorist groups, by 
pressing the Taliban to be more forthcoming on bin Laden and on peace 
talks, and by undertaking nonproliferation measures.''* 

In discussing Kashmir, Clinton made clear that the United States, 
although prepared to help, could not mediate and that Pakistan had to 
deal directly with India. Pakistan’s chief executive responded with his 
own, harder-line construct on Kashmir. “Musharraf obviously has a 
strong and passionate view” on this issue, National Security Adviser 
Berger later told the press.'!” Although the general indicated willing- 
ness to de-escalate on Kashmir, he stressed that Pakistan would not act 
unilaterally. On the Taliban, Musharraf said that he wanted to be help- 
ful but stressed how difficult it was to deal with “people who believe 
that God is on their side.” 

When Musharraf elaborated on his plans to move Pakistan back 
toward democracy, Clinton asked when national elections would take 
place. Musharraf responded that he could not give a precise timetable. 
Once he fixed the election date, he feared, he would lose effectiveness, 
as opponents to reform would simply wait him out.''® The two sides did 
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not agree during the talk on many issues—nor did the president expect 
this. He came to Islamabad, Berger told the press, to discuss U.S. con- 
cerns about Pakistan’s future—whether it would be “preoccupied with 
a nuclear weapons program and conflict over Kashmir’ or whether it 
would address “the really serious problems with the economy and 
governance of Pakistan.”’!’ 

After the lunch ended, the president made an unprecedented fifteen- 
minute television address to the people of Pakistan. In this well-drafted 
speech, Clinton repeated the themes he had stressed in his private dis- 
cussion with Musharraf while making warm references to the country’s 
founder, Mohammed Ali Jinnah, and to American friendship for 
Pakistan. In closing, the president pointedly warned of the “danger that 
Pakistan may grow even more isolated, draining even more resources 
away from the needs of the people, moving even closer to a conflict no 
one can win.” Clinton then struck a more positive note, saying, “If you 
do meet these challenges, our full economic and political partnership 
can be restored for the benefit of the people of Pakistan.”’!® 

Omitting the usual departure remarks and picture-taking with 
Musharraf, Clinton drove directly back to the airport along the empty, 
troop-lined highway after finishing his television address. Slightly 
more than five hours after landing, he was in the air heading for 
Oman and then Geneva for a meeting the next day with President Hafez 
al-Assad of Syria. 

Pakistanis were pleased that Clinton had not skipped their country 
altogether, but, as one person watching the president on television in 
Islamabad told the New York Times, “This is a very painful thing for us, 
only five hours in Pakistan and five days in India’’''’ The reaction to 
the president’s message was mixed: some Pakistanis thought he had 
given the country thoughtful and helpful advice; others either disagreed 
with the policy prescription or saw his words as further indication that 
the United States had chosen India and was once more dumping 
Pakistan. 

Although U.S. officials hoped that the situation would improve after 
the visit, they feared that it might worsen. “A sick Pakistan,” one 
official commented, “would make Afghanistan look like a kinder- 
garten.”'~” However events play out, this first presidential stop in Pak- 
istan in more than three decades marked a major bilateral benchmark; 
it also marks the end of this narrative. 


[3 


An Unstable Partnership 


The preceding twelve chapters have traced the history of the complex 
interaction between the United States and Pakistan. At the outset, when 
Pakistan gained its independence in August 1947, few observers would 
have predicted the course of this relationship, which has veered be- 
tween alliance intimacy and cordiality and times of friction and tension, 
but has also seen periods of standoffishness and indifference. As an im- 
poverished new nation, Pakistan was struggling to get on its feet after 
the trauma of partition. Its future, even its survival, was far from secure. 
In contrast, the United States had emerged from World War II as the 
world’s strongest and most prosperous country and by the summer of 
1947 had become the leader of the anticommunist bloc in the Cold War. 
Washington showed only modest interest in the new state, and it ex- 
pected to have closer ties with larger and more important India than 
with Pakistan. 

Yet after New Delhi chose a neutralist path, Pakistan became at- 
tractive as a potential partner in security arrangements for containing 
Soviet expansion in the Middle East. The U.S.-Pakistan alliance part- 
nership that followed in 1954-55, however, proved unstable. It came 
apart in the 1960s during the Kennedy and Johnson presidencies, came 
together again with Nixon in the White House, but fractured once 
more with Jimmy Carter as president. During the 1980s, the struggle 
against the Soviet presence in Afghanistan provided new glue to bind 
the two countries together. Since the departure of the Red Army and 
the end of the Cold War, relations once more have been plagued by 
differences. 
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How to Explain the Many Ups and Downs? 


How can one explain the roller-coaster character of the U.S.-Pakistan 
relationship, marked by so many ups and downs? Pakistanis tend to 
attribute this to American inconstancy and fickleness. In turn, Ameri- 
cans often assert that the frequent twists and turns stem from Pakistani 
wrong-headedness, especially its fixation with India. But neither view 
explains satisfactorily why the two countries have failed to sustain sta- 
ble relations after becoming allies in 1954-55. The reason, in the 
author’s view, lies in the fact that over the years U.S. and Pakistani 
interests and related security policies have been at odds almost as often 
as they have been in phase. The United States and Pakistan were, 
broadly speaking, on the same wavelength during the Eisenhower, 
Nixon, and Reagan presidencies. During the Kennedy, Johnson, Carter, 
Bush, and Clinton administrations, however, policy differences have 
been significant. 

Given these realities, the volatility of the relationship should not be 
surprising. Absent a greater and more continuous congruence of secu- 
rity goals, U.S.-Pakistan ties have lacked a solid underpinning of shared 
national interests. Major differences and consequent disputes were 
probably inevitable. The partnership was likely to prove a fragile struc- 
ture. The tendency of Americans and Pakistanis to gloss over this basic 
problem has only served to sharpen the sense of frustration and dis- 
appointment about the actions of the other. 

The core fact of Pakistan’s national security policy has been its hos- 
tility toward India, especially over Kashmir. This antipathy has led to 
two parallel imperatives: first, heavier military expenditures than Pak- 
istan’s underdeveloped economy could afford, ever since the country’s 
first budget in 1948; and second, the pursuit of external partners, espe- 
cially the United States, to offset India’s preponderance of strength. 
This preoccupation with India caused Pakistan to upset the Americans 
on numerous occasions, first by cozying up to China in the 1960s, then 
by going to war over Kashmir in 1965, next by launching a clandestine 
nuclear program in the mid-1970s and by pressing ahead with that pro- 
gram in 1990, more recently by supporting the anti-Indian jihad in 
Kashmir during the 1990s, and finally by matching their neighbor’s nu- 
clear tests in May 1998. For its part, the United States never shared 
Pakistan’s perception of India as an enemy, even though Washington 
and New Delhi were often estranged. Except for Nixon’s “tilt” during 
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the 1971 Bangladesh crisis, U.S. administrations have been unwilling 
to side with Pakistan against its larger neighbor. 

From the late 1940s until the Iron Curtain disintegrated in 1989, the 
main determinant of U.S. policy was the struggle with what Ronald 
Reagan picturesquely called the “evil empire.’ The American super- 
power expected allies such as Pakistan to be cooperative members of 
the Cold War team. When one of the junior partners refused to play the 
game of geopolitics according to Washington’s rules—as Pakistan did 
in the 1960s over China—trouble ensued. 

Furthermore, although unrelated to the Cold War, conflicting U.S. 
and Pakistani policies over who should and should not have nuclear 
weapons has been a major source of friction since the mid-1970s. Con- 
gressionally mandated sanctions severely hamstrung the ability of the 
White House to manage the nuclear problem with Pakistan through 
diplomacy. The inflexibility of sanctions, and their broad scope, also 
substantially increased the damage to relations when sanctions were 
imposed. Indeed, few supposed U.S. friends, let alone allies, have been 
on the receiving end of as many sanctions as has Pakistan. 


“A Union of Unequals” 


Gen. Mohammed Zia ul-Haq, a shrewd if undemocratic leader, told 
Secretary of State George Shultz in December 1982 that the United 
States and Pakistan formed “a union of unequals” and were “incom- 
patible” in terms of culture, geography, and national power.’ Zia was 
right. The United States was a global power with global interests and 
the world’s most economically advanced country. And later, after the 
collapse of the Soviet Union, it became the sole remaining super- 
power. For its part, although an important Muslim state, Pakistan was 
an economically poor regional power whose security interests did not 
extend much beyond its neighbors—India, Afghanistan, Iran, and 
China. 

In the bilateral relationship, the United States was clearly the senior 
and Pakistan the junior partner. Indeed, except for the Afghan war 
years, Pakistan rarely has been near the top of U.S. priorities. One in- 
dicator is that American presidents have traveled to Pakistan just four 
times in fifty-three years; only Eisenhower in 1959 and Nixon ten years 
later paid state visits. Johnson touched down briefly at Karachi airport 
in December 1967, and Clinton spent just a little over five hours in 
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Islamabad during his March 2000 South Asia trip. In contrast, Pakistani 
leaders have traveled to Washington twenty-one times, twelve of these 
for state or official visits. 

The Pakistanis have also made a special effort to cultivate U.S. po- 
litical leaders and government officials. Although on the whole quite 
successful in dealing with Americans, they have made some serious 
mistakes. Two, in particular, produced major negative consequences for 
Pakistan. Gen. Ayub Khan charmed Washington in the 1950s with his 
straight talk. Yet, in the 1960s—reacting to U.S. military aid to India— 
Ayub first jeopardized Pakistan’s economic development progress, 
largely dependent on American assistance, by moving closer to the Chi- 
nese than Lyndon Johnson found acceptable. Then, in 1965, Ayub lost 
U.S. military help and, for a while, economic assistance as well by al- 
lowing himself to be swayed by hawks like Zulfikar Ali Bhutto into 
plunging Pakistan into war with India over Kashmir. 

During the Carter administration in the late 1970s, bilateral trou- 
bles were perhaps unavoidable. This was not the case for the events 
that triggered the imposition of Pressler amendment sanctions in 
1990. Among the troika that ruled Pakistan after Zia died, only Prime 
Minister Benazir Bhutto was adept in handling Americans. But she 
did not have a decisive voice in nuclear policy—which lay with the 
other two troika members, Army chief Gen. Mirza Aslam Beg and 
President Ghulam Ishaq Khan. Neither of these men was skilled in 
dealing with Washington and they ignored Bush administration warn- 
ings that Pressler amendment sanctions would be imposed if the nu- 
clear program advanced. By not heeding these cautions, Pakistan lost 
its chance to enjoy the continued flow of American military and eco- 
nomic aid while maintaining its unacknowledged nuclear weapons 
capability. 

Theoretically, the close links with the United States ruptured in 1990 
by the imposition of Pressler sanctions could have been restored in 
1998 if Nawaz Sharif had desisted from matching India’s nuclear tests. 
Given the lack of U.S. credibility and the highly emotional public opin- 
ion in then-democratic Pakistan in favor of testing, it would have taken 
a far shrewder and tougher leader than Sharif to have refrained from 
following India’s example by conducting Pakistan’s own tests. 

These instances are only some examples of the United States’s lim- 
ited ability to influence Pakistan’s policies. Time and again Washing- 
ton has been shown to have no clothes in dealing with its erstwhile ally, 
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unable to translate superior military, political, and economic strength 
into effective policy leverage with Islamabad. Even though pressed 
hard by Kennedy and Johnson after 1962, Ayub went his own way with 
China; then Zulfikar Bhutto, Zia, and their successors moved ahead 
with the nuclear program against all kinds of U.S. pressure. In more 
recent years, Pakistan has rebuffed repeated U.S. urgings to reduce its 
not-so-covert support for Kashmiri insurgents, to rein in Islamic ex- 
tremists linked to terrorism, and to take a harder line with the Afghan 
Taliban. 

This inability to sway Pakistan’s policies should not be put down to 
a failure of diplomacy. It stems more from the fact that American and 
Pakistani perceptions of what is best for Pakistan and its national secu- 
rity have not been the same, especially where India is concerned. As 
then—secretary of state Dean Rusk wrote after his May 1963 South Asia 
trip, “fear, distrust, and hatred of India’ mean “we cannot rely on Pak- 
istan to act rationally and in what we think would be in its own inter- 
est.”’ That remains as true nearly four decades later as it was in 1963. 
When pushed to the wall, Pakistan has pursued its interests as it, not the 
United States, has seen them, even if though this has meant the costly 
loss of American military and economic assistance. 


Impact on Pakistan of U.S. Security Engagement 


Notwithstanding the failures noted above and the consequent ups and 
downs—and varied intensity—of U.S. security engagement with Pak- 
istan, that involvement has had a profound impact on the sometime 
American ally. In the 1950s, early in the life of the new state, U.S. mil- 
itary aid reinforced the position of the army, which eventually seized 
power in 1958. The Pakistani military has ruled the country for half its 
existence and, after the October 1999 coup, is back in power for the 
fourth time. Yet, it would be wrong to conclude that the alliance with 
the United States was to blame for the failure of democracy to take hold 
in Pakistan in the 1950s. The weakness of the Muslim League after 
the deaths of Mohammed Ali Jinnah and Liaquat Ali Khan and the anti- 
democratic leanings of the West Pakistani elite were more important 
factors in explaining the collapse of civilian rule. It is hard to see that 
events in Karachi would have unfolded very differently if the Eisen- 
hower administration had decided against extending military aid in 
1954. 
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It is also true, however, that American arms assistance greatly bol- 
stered the confidence and prowess of the professional military, enabling 
Pakistan to develop a larger and more capable defense force than the 
country could have afforded on its own. Along with India’s poor show- 
ing in the 1962 border war with China and in the 1965 Rann of Kutch 
encounter with Pakistan, the enhanced military strength contributed to 
the overconfidence that led the usually cautious Ayub to blunder into 
the 1965 war with India. 

Although Washington soon eased the resultant arms embargo, it was 
not until a decade and a half later, after the Red Army entered 
Afghanistan, that large-scale aid was resumed. The renewed flow im- 
proved Pakistan’s military posture, even though Zia failed to take ad- 
vantage of the opportunity to build up indigenous defense production 
capabilities. The cutoff of government-to-government arms transfers 
through the application of Pressler amendment sanctions in 1990 was 
costly, especially when coupled with the parallel loss of U.S. develop- 
ment assistance. The negative impact was amplified when new sanc- 
tions imposed after the 1998 nuclear tests went a step further and 
barred commercial arms purchases. 

On the security front, a second significant area of U.S. engagement 
that has had mixed results was covert aid for the Afghan resistance. 
Even though the partnership between the Central Intelligence Agency 
and the Inter-Services Intelligence Directorate (ISI) proved highly suc- 
cessful in combating the Soviets and ultimately ousting them from 
Afghanistan, the unintended consequences—apart from the tremen- 
dous burden imposed by several million refugees—have caused great 
harm to Pakistan and nurtured a new breed of terrorists, the best known 
of whom is Osama bin Laden. The enormous inflow of arms into the 
region under the covert program was also an important cause of the vi- 
olence and lawlessness that wracked Pakistan during the 1990s. Covert 
aid, in addition, strengthened the hand of the ISI, Pakistan’s main in- 
telligence agency, which has continued to fan the flames of Islamic 
extremism since the Soviets pulled out of Afghanistan. 

U.S. acquiescence in the ISI’s channeling of most arms aid to fun- 
damentalist resistance fighters was perhaps understandable during the 
struggle against the Soviet occupation. Once the Red Army pulled out, 
however, the Bush administration erred in walking away from 
Afghanistan. The United States was remiss in failing to press harder for 
a peace settlement and in not opposing more emphatically continued 
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ISI backing for Islamic extremists. More vigorous U.S. engagement 
might not have averted the tragic civil war that spawned the Taliban and 
provided a haven for bin Laden. Nevertheless, given previous deep U.S. 
involvement and the threat ultimately posed to U.S. national interests 
and regional stability, Washington made a bad mistake in not trying 
much more energetically to stabilize Afghanistan after the Soviets left. 


Pakistani and U.S. Perceptions 


From the Pakistani perspective, the legacy of past dealings with the 
Americans has been negative. A sense of resentment and distrust of the 
United States pervades Islamabad. Many Pakistanis sincerely believe 
that their country has been unfairly and unjustly treated. Three main 
complaints were repeatedly pointed out to this author: first, Washing- 
ton’s refusal to help Pakistan during the 1965 war with India; second, 
the United States’s discarding of Pakistan “like a used Kleenex” when 
it was no longer needed after the Afghan war; and, third, the discrim1- 
natory nature of U.S. nuclear sanctions, which—until the May 1998 
nuclear tests—hit only Pakistan and did not affect India. 

Paradoxically, in spite of this disenchantment and the absence of bi- 
lateral security and economic assistance programs for nearly a decade, 
the sole remaining superpower casts a long shadow over Islamabad. 
There is a popular saying among Pakistanis, only half in jest, that their 
country’s fate is determined by three As: Allah, the army, and America. 
The fact is that this wobbly developing country, still insecure after more 
than half a century of independence, continues to yearn for a closer 
relationship with the United States. 

The resulting ambivalence plays itself out graphically in the con- 
trasting attitudes of different social groups. A desire for the American 
connection remains especially strong among the English-speaking elite 
who run the country: senior military and civil service officials, rural 
landlords, and urban business executives. They have strong personal 
ties to the United States through educational, official, and commercial 
contacts, through family links with the burgeoning Pakistani-American 
community (Gen. Pervez Musharraf’s brother is a U.S. citizen), and 
through the shared use of English. Members of these upper reaches of 
Pakistani society may sincerely bemoan in public and in private U.S. 
policy toward their country. Yet, they send their children to American 
colleges and graduate schools, prefer business and investment ties with 
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the United States, and, as possible, promote enhanced political and mil- 
itary liaison with Washington. 

The situation is quite different with most non-English speakers, the 
large majority of Pakistanis. If literate, they read the harder-line Urdu- 
language press, not the more moderate English-language media. They 
also hold a more negative view of the United States as unfriendly, even 
hostile, toward Pakistan and toward the Muslim world in general. Even 
though foreign policy has largely been the domain of the elite, the 
views of the “man in the street” in Karachi, Lahore, Rawalpindi, Pe- 
shawar, and Quetta have importance, particularly as Pakistan’s society 
has grown more open in the past decade. 

In contrast, the proverbial American “man in the street” hardly puts 
Pakistan high on his list of overseas concerns. Nonetheless, there have 
been extensive contacts over the years between the two countries’ peo- 
ples, in different spheres and at various levels, especially between the 
military, intelligence, economic development, and business communi- 
ties. These encounters have generally been positive—in contrast with 
the often more difficult and prickly dealings between Americans and 
Indians. Until recent years, in spite of the wide swings in the bilateral 
relationship, Pakistan’s image remained positive on Capitol Hill and 
with the U.S. media. Of late, however, these good feelings about “our 
old ally” have been increasingly tarnished by growing concerns about 
an erratically led and unstable Pakistan chronically given to military 
rule, armed with nuclear weapons—and possibly driftin g toward Islamic 
fundamentalism. 


As the Twenty-first Century Begins 


From the American perspective, relations with Pakistan have come full 
circle from half a century ago. When Pakistan gained its independence 
in 1947, the United States wished it well but perceived few compelling 
positive interests. The main policy concerns were negative: fear that 
renewed fighting with India over Kashmir would result in further large- 
scale human suffering and that this would cause instability in another 
major region of Asia. 

As the new century gets under way, the United States similarly 
wishes Pakistan well but similarly perceives few compelling positive 
interests. The main concerns, as in 1947, are negative. The United 
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States fears that renewed conflict with India—over Kashmir again— 
could trigger the first use of atomic weapons since 1945 and cause a 
South Asian nuclear holocaust with incalculable consequences. The 
United States worries that an economically weak Pakistan might export 
nuclear technology. Washington is troubled by the failure of democ- 
racy, the return of military rule, and the threat of Islamic extremism. 

For Pakistan, there are fewer parallels with 1947. The hope then that 
the United States would serve as a stable source of security and eco- 
nomic help has vanished in the many twists and turns of the bilateral re- 
lationship. The bright promise on which Pakistan was founded has also 
vanished in the country’s disappointing and often sad first half-century. 
Chronic political instability, failure to realize economic potential, a 
poor record in meeting basic human needs, and the continuing fixation 
on India have left Pakistan teetering on the edge of national failure. 

So, what of the future for these allies of yesteryear? After the wide 
swings of the past half-century, predicting what will happen next 1s haz- 
ardous. What we can note are certain constants that will remain influ- 
ential. Geography continues to give Pakistan strategic importance as the 
junction of western, southern, and central Asia. It is a large Muslim state 
with a population of nearly 150 million. The coming to power of an 
extremist Islamic regime in Pakistan, as has happened in Afghanistan, 
would have a profoundly negative impact not only on the subcontinent, 
but throughout the Islamic world. Helping to avoid such a development 
is clearly an important U.S. interest. 

Now that Pakistan and its traditional enemy, India, have declared 
themselves to be nuclear weapons states, their chronic tensions have 
assumed a vastly more dangerous significance. How Islamabad and 
New Delhi manage their nuclear rivalry will have an impact far beyond 
the subcontinent. Indeed, averting a nuclear holocaust on the subconti- 
nent has become a key U.S. policy goal, one that ensures that the 
United States will remain engaged with Pakistan in the years to come. 

When President Clinton met General Musharraf in March 2000, the 
two leaders—and their governments’ policies—differed over major 
issues: how best to deal with the Kashmir dispute with India, with the 
Taliban and other Islamic extremists, and with the nuclear question. If 
Washington and Islamabad are unable to narrow these differences, the 
bilateral frictions of recent years are likely to continue and perhaps 
even worsen. Should Islamabad temper its obsession with India and 
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devote its full energies to addressing Pakistan’s serious political and 
economic problems, however, the country could reverse its downward 
slide and make progress toward realizing its potential as a regional 
power. Such circumstances could lead to a more stable and productive 
relationship with the United States. Although Pakistan faces grave 
difficulties, it is not yet a failed state. 
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